Summary Minutes
KLAMATH FISHFERY MANAGEMENT COURCIL
November 10-11, 1991
Millbrae, CA

November 10, 1991
Members Present: Charlie Fullerton, Mel Odemar, Keith Wilkinsen, Nat Bingham,
Virginia Bostwick, Frank Warrens, Don McIsaac, Sue Masten, Pliny McCovey, Bill

Shake (for Lisle Reed), Bob Hayden

Agenda Item: Approval of agenda and correction of previous meeting minutes.

Agenda (Attached) approved as written.

The Klamath Fishery Management Council (hereinafter referred to as Council)
approved recommended change of minutes for the June 27-28 meeting. The change
as recommended by Nat Bingham, was to include an annual harvest goal of
150,000 chinook salmon for in-river fisheries in addition to the 150,000
chinook harvest goal for the ocean troll fishery, in a statement made by him.

The Council discussed method of recording and publishing minutes of the
meetings.

%% Action: KRFRO staff to record the meeting's proceedings with audio or
video recording equipment, which will be archived for 3 years.

wix Action: KRFRO staff to reduce notes to summary version before
distribution.

Minutes of June 27-28 Council meeting approved with Bingham’s suggested
amendments.

Arenda Item: Introduction of new members.

Chair introduced Pliny McCovey (Hoopa Valley Tribe), and stated that Mel
Odemar will sit in permanently for Spike Naylor. Bill Shake sat in for Lisle
Reed.

Council agreed to allow a private video recording be made of the meeting.

Acenda Item: Klamath River Technical Advisory Team {KRTAT) Report (Barnes).

Chairman of KRTAT, Jerry Barnes mentioned that the KRTAT had two new members,
Mr. George Kautsky (Hoopa Valley Tribe) and Mr. Rick Felitz (temporary for
Bureau of Indian Affairs).

Discussion of KRTAT report handout: (Council reviewed the report handout.)
Odemar explained CDFG in-river regulations.

Council discussed in-river harvest reporting.
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Comments:

o Need contributiens rates from each fishery reported in a final report.
o Final in-river escapement estimate will be available in December.

#i% Action: Barnes to rveport all in-river and ocean harvest in the KRTAT
report, i

Agenda ltem: Report on 1991 salmon fisheries (Barnes),

Council discussed weir count information for the 1991 Klamath River fall
chincok salmon run.

The 1991 fall chinook weir counts are variable. The Scott River was up from
last year. The Trinity River run size almost double that of last year. The
final adult return to Trinity River Hatchery (TRH) might be 2500 fall chinook.
The Bogus Creek count was approximately the same as last year. Iron Gate
Hatchery has less than half of last year’'s fall chinook return.

Avenda Item: Fall chincok scale sampling to estimate age composition (Barnes):

Scale samples should be analyzed by the KRTAT by 1-15-92, will have age
composition data by the time the 1992 stock projection is made. California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) may request to do this next year. CDFG may
present a proposal to the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force for
funding.

Report: Harvest Rate Model Parameters (Barnes).

Council agreed to continue discussion of the KRTAT report during next day's
meeting.

Report: New methods for analysis required for Coded Wire Tag (CWT) recovery
data {(Barnes).

KRTAT Chairman Barnes mentioned a proposal by Dr. Dave Hankin to utilize Coded
Wire Tag (CWT) data to determine ocean survival of specific release groups.

He emphasized that this would be a preliminary analysis, needing extensive
peer review and statistical analyses. Barnes suggested this be considered on
a future meeting's agenda.

Barnes presented findings by Dr. Dave Hankin regarding various hatchery timing
release strategies and how these strategies influence returns to fisheries,
and potential socioceconomic impacts. Barnes emphasized a need to maintain a
balance in release strategies. He also reported that the KRTAT was asked to
be invelved in the Trinity River Task Force's (TRTF) effort to develop
management strategies for Trinity River Hatchery.

Council discussion of the report emphasized the need for the Council to have
final say on hatchery production goals and harvest management, but that
hatchery operation to achieve production goals should be left up to CDFG.
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#%% Action: Jerry Barnes will participate with the TRH evaluation. Take with
him the message from the KFMC that: 1} The Councll iz concerned with them
(CDFG) changing the status quo operation, and; 2) Operational changes shall be
revliewed by this council.

#*wk Action: KRFRO to copy two Hankin Reports (from Barnes), and distribute to
all KFMC members.

Two reports are: 1) Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Information Report
number 90-4; 2) Dr. Dave Hankin, Effects of Month of Release on Maturation and
Fishery Contribution of Chinook Salmon (Charts to accompany presentation given
at Native American fisheries Conference, on Oct. 22, 1991).

(Shake): At the November Task Force meeting in Brookings, Oregon, we approved
having a coordination meeting between the Chairs of the advisory councils
(Trinity River and Klamath River Tazk Forces, and CDFG) to discuss this
particular issue. A report of this meeting would be appropriate for a future
agenda item.

##% Action: Place this report on a future Management Council meeting agenda.

Report on Stock ID committee (Mclsaac).

McIsaac reported that the major point of the discussion was the definition of
"stock.” The committee is reviewing applicable biological information such as
records of egg and fish imports, history of hatchery releases, applicability
of GS1 analyses, CWT recovery data. All information is to be reviewed at the
next committee meeting. Definition of "stock" will depend on findings of
information search. Emphasis is on salmonid species.

Council discussion ensued on the Endangered Species Act and its potential
limitations to fisheries management options.

Report on the CGraham Gall paper (Barnes):

KRTAT Chairman Barnes stated that in review of the paper, it appears that
electrophoresis cannot be used to differentiate between spring and fall runs
of chinook, and further research is needed to discriminate between Klamath and
Trinity sub-basin stocks. GSI cannot be used to give the Klamath contribution
rate in the ocean fisheries. Mitochondrial DNA may be a better technique.
Further work is needed to possibly develop more refined techniques.

Council discussion centered around the original intent of utilizing GSI as a
management tool for the Klamath Management Zone. (The KRTAT suggests that it
be an end-season analysis only. Not to be used as a mid-season analysis to
make mid-season management decisions.)

w%% Action: Barnes to review the Gall report again for application of GSI
techniques in management of Klamath River salmon stocks.
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Agenda Jltem: Report on 1991 Trinity and Klamath River Flows,

Trinicy River flows (McCovey):

Pliny McCovey expressed thanks for welcome to the Council. He explalned the
present decree by Secretary of Interior, requiring the release of 340,000
acre-feet of water from Trinlty Reservoir into the Trinity River in dry years.
Congressional action 1s required to make this release requirement law. He
also stated that the Klamath River needs to be studied more, and some of the
Tribal flow rights need to be considered in the effort to obtain adequate
instream flows.

The Council discussed the Karuk and Yurok Tribal instream flow rights, and
whether these rights are recognized by the Klamath Compact. The Yurok Tribe
is actively pursuing the issue of getting funding to perform instream flow
studies,

Klamath River flows:

Mel Odemar presented the status of the Klamath Project, as described in a
letter to the CDFG from the Bureau of Reclamation. Two of the reservoirs in
the Bureau of Reclamation managed Klamath water storage system are down to
dead storage levels, Earlier in 1991, CDFG submitted s flow release strategy,
was not adhered to. The minimum flow required by FERC at Iron Gate Reserveir
has not been met in recent years because of a lack of water in the system and
irrigation deliveries. Fish population restoration would be made easier if
FERC flow requirements were being met. The endangered fish species flow needs
were also considered in the Bureau of Reclamations release strategles.

Council discussed the fact that minimum flow requirements imposed by FERC have
not been met regularly in the past. Bob Hayden suggested that the Council
should insure that those minimum flow releases are being met. Bill Shake
suggested requesting periodic flow release information from the Bureau of
Reclamation so all that the Council would know when flows are not being met.
Action to abate the problem could follow.

Agenda Item: Progress of definition of tribal harvest rights,

Bill Shake reported that Interior representative, Lisle Reed, sent a letter to
the Department of Interior Solicitor's Office, asking that they review Tribal
allocation rights. A finding may result by the end of the year, but will more
likely result sometime in spring.

Agenda Ttem: Progress of definition of tribal harvest rights:

{(No presentation, Dr. Reed not present.)

Council discussed development of Policy 7.2 for inclusion into the final long
term plan. Sue Masten recommended alternative wording for the policy.
Discussion ensued regarding quantification of Tribal fishing rights, and who
would determine what those rights were. Masten indicated that the U.S.
Department of Interior, Indian Tribes, and the Justice Department were
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appropriate entities to quantify Tribal Harvest rights. Council discussion
ensued of applicability of the 50% harvest share as determined in the Bolt
decision for Washington State Tribes. Masten stated that 50X harvest share
was a starting place, and additional Tribal harvest share could be negotiated
each year. Nat Bingham stated that the ocean troll industry supported the
original version of Policy 7.2, as produced at the La Jolla meeting. Masten
replied that she has abstained from the vote in La Jolla because she knew
public comment would be taken before final adoption of a long range plan would
take place. Mclsaac recommended that a subcommittee look at wording the
policy and report back to the Council the next day.

Public comment:

Leaf Hillman: I support the proposed plan policy (4.1) to add a Karuk seat to
this Council.

Dave Bitts: I would like to know what percentage of agriculture deliveries
were made from the Klamath Project.

*#k Action: KRFRO request the information from the Bureau of Reclamation,
Klamath Project Offlice.

Russ Crabtree: Introduced the Klamath Management Zone Fisheries Coalition.

Jim Welter: Read a proposal to change the operation of the Iron Gate and
Trinity River Hatcheries.

Fred Stutzmen: The charter boat operators support the KMZ Coalition, and ask
that you fully consider this group.

Bill Duncan: I'm concerned about the fact that the off shore whiting fishery
takes more salmon than our Shelter Cove salmon fishery.

Agenda Ttem: Klamath Task Force plan status {Wilkinson).

Keith Wilkinson reported that the proposed upper basin amendment to the long
range fishery restoration plan is now out for public review. He also stated
that the Task Force has agreed to formulate an action plan to implement
policies and objectives in the long range plan.

November 11, 1991

Report: Subcommittee on wording Policy 7.2.

Don McIsaac read the following wording for Policy 7.2 "Establish an allocation
system that is consistent with the legally defined harvest share allocable to
tribal reserved fishing rights.” After Council discussion, the wording of
Policy 7.2 was changed to "Establish a two tiered allocation system that is
consistent with the legally defined harvest share allocable to tribal reserved
fishing rights and allocate the non-tribal share to optimize social and
economic benefits.”



Motion by Wilkinson to accept the amendment to replace Policies 7.2 and 7.2a.
Seconded by Shake.

Council will walt until the legal Interpretation of "harvest share allocable
to tribal reserved fishing rights" iz made before negotiation occours.

Council agreed to take this new language back to constituents before the plan
is final.

ik KRFRO staff to insert new verblage, and present to Council for review.

Agenda Item: Report Salmon bycatch in Whiting Fishery (Peter Dvegart).

Mr. Peter Dygart of the National Marine Fisheries Service presented a report
on the Pacific whiting fishery and resultant salmon bycatch, with emphasis
placed on the bycatch in the Klamath Management Zone. Mr. Dygart presented
data on the whiting fishery for the 1977 to 1991 time period. The overall
salmon bycatch rate in the Pacific whiting fishery is down to .032 salmon per
metrie ton, which is below the bycatch rate limit of .05 salmon/metric ton.
In 1991, the salmon bycatch rate for the Eureka area was .07 salmon/metric
ton. The 1991 salmon bycatch in the KMZ was 4,738 fish . Klamath stocks
compose 18% of salmon taken in the KMZ. (18% of 4,700 fish in 1991 translates
into 850 Klamath River fish). The whiting fishery takes mostly immature, two
and three year old fish. Size distribution can be attributed to gear type and
size.

Council asked Mr. Dygart if the .07 salmon/metric ton bycatch rate in the
Eureka area was known during the season and if so, whether anything was done
to reduce the rate. Dygart‘s reply was that it was not known until after the
season had ended and all harvest data was compiled. Council discussed the
causes of this excessive bycatch rate and the possibility of requesting a
closure to the whiting fishery in the Eureka area. Don Mclsaac moved to
request that the salmon bycatch rate be reduced to .05 salmon/metric ton in
the Eureka area, and let the PFMC develop the method to achieve the reduction.
Charlie Fullerton requested the motion be amended to ask the two states
(California and Oregon) to put forth more effort to collect data on the shore
based whiting fishery.

Council concluded that Frank Warrens should convey a message to the Pacific
Marine Fishery Council (PFMC) that the Council requests the PFMC to insure a
reduction in the bycatch rate teo .05 salmon/metric ton in the Eureka area,
allowing the PFMC to determine what measures should be taken.

%%% Action: Fullerton to find out how impacted salmon fishers can become
involved in the observer program, and report back to the group,.

%% Action: Warrens to convey message to the PFMC regarding reduction of the
salmon bycatch rate to .05 salmon/metric ton In the Eureka area,

Public Comment:

Jim Welters: Below the 100 fathom and early morning hours are the critical
location and time of harvest. These seems to be the big problems for
impacting stocks.




Dave Bitts: 1'd like to ask this Council to request the PFHC to ban the
whiting fishery from fishing inside the 100 fathom curve, and not fish in the
night hours.

Ronnie Pierce: I advocate 100% closure of KMZ to the whiting fishery.
(Unidentified): You may wish to point out that .05 bycatch for the entire

coast doesn't work, The bycatch was greater than the total harvest at Shelter
Cove.

Apenda Item: Council discussion of revised harvest plan,

Ron Iverson introduced the topic by explaining what has occurred to date in
drafting the present long term plan. He stated that many public comments were
reviewed and incorporated, but many had not been discussed by the Council.

(17 of 68 comments had been discussed, and were a part of the written record,)

Council members decided not to adopt a final version of the long term plan at
this meeting, but to have KRFRO staff incorporate all comment discussed at
this meeting, and recommended by the Council for inclusion into the draft
plan, and be ready to review it at the next Council meeting.

vk Action: Staff to Incorporate all comments from this meeting intoe the
draft plan document, for discussion at the next meeting.

Bill Shake moved to include Policy 4.4 in the long term plan. Motion carried.

Council discussed the structure of Appendix A, and how public comment would be
incorporated into the long term plan, Council concluded that members will
review public comments provided by KRFRO staff, and come to the next meeting
prepared to discuss incorporating some of those ideas into the final plan.

#%% Action: KFMC members shall review public comments and be prepared to
discuss them at the next Council meeting.

Resultant changes to Draft Plan No. 2:

Page 6, paragraph 2: Remove underlined sentence beginning with "Some
people feel...".

Page 6, paragraph 3: Delete underlined text beginning with "Preseason
estimates...”" and ending with "...Klamath fall chinook."

Page 7: paragraph 6: Underlined sentence "Native Americans continued using
gillnets to fish for ceremonial and subsistence purposes between 1934 and
1978." will have "in some areas" added to the end, to read ",..1934 and
1978, in some areas."”

Page 7: paragraph 6: Last sentence deleted, add the following text
"Commercial gillnetting in the lower twenty miles of the Klamath River was
opened under Federal regulation in 1977, and closed mid-season in 1978.
Subsistence fishing only, was allowed in 1979 through 1986. Commercial
fishing was resumed in 1987."



Page 8, paragraph 2: Third underlined sentence should read ".. .have
sustained significant soclo economic impacts" rather than "...lost their
soclo economle status as salmon producers.”

Page 8, paragraph 3: Third sentence should read "Sport and Indian harvest
increased during..."

Page 8, paragraph 4: Seventh sentence should read "Karuk fisheries,
conducted on non-Trust lands, are regulated by the State of California and
the Karuk Tribe in terms of location and method of fishing. "

Page 8, paragraph 4: Delete last sentence (underlined).
Page 8, paragraph 5: Delete all underlined text.
Page 9, Delete KRFRO staff note to KFMC,

Page 10, paragraph 2: Delete entire paragraph on "Illegal in-river
harvest”.

Page 10, last paragraph: Delete entire paragraph (including text on page
11).

Page 11, paragraph 4: Second sentence should read "The sport fishing fleet
consists of small, private vessels and charter boats.®

Page 11, paragraph 5: Forth sentence should read "Sport catch of cocho
landed in..."

Page 11, paragraph 6: Delete entire, one sentence paragraph.

Page 11, last paragraph: Third sentence should read "Substantial numbers
of salmon and steelhead are taken In the high seas squid..."

Page 11, Add new paragraph "Illegal harvest: The illegal harvest of salmon
in all fisheries is unguantified and may be an important factor in the
depletion of stocks."

Page 14, paragraph 3: Second sentence should read "The current estimate of
the rate that will accomplish this is 65X of each year class.”

Page 16, Item 1.1.1.6. should read "Yurock Interim Council regarding
regulations for harvesting in the area by members of the Yurok Tribe".
{Delete "when established”.)

Page 26, Item 4.4: Leave this sentence in final long-term plan. Add "The
KFMC will seek Congressional Action to add this seat.”

Page 27, Item 7.2: Reword to read "Establish a two tiered allocation
system that is consistent with the legally defined harvest share allocable
to tribal reserved fishing rights and allocate the non-tribal share to
optimize social and economic benefits.”




Agenda Item: Council assignment of technical tasks,

Council directed the KRTAT to review information on the issue of excessive in-
river escapement not resulting into high smolt output. Council also requested
that the KRTAT provide the CWT and preseason stock abundance data to the
members as soon as possible.

Agenda Item: Council action on a harvest allocation agreement,

Mel Odemar suggested that the first step is to identify the issues such as
fish counting, setting season dates and quota management. Nat Bingham
suggested deciding on the format for negotiations, and encouraged informality.
Dave Mackett was suggested as a facilitator. Some Council members stated that
they wanted to delay starting the 5-year agreement until their successors
could be involved. Mel Odemar indicated that there are many issues other than
tribal/non-tribal harvest share that must be considered. Council concluded
that this process could start in January or later, members are to contemplate
these issues in the meantime.

Agenda Item: Date, location, major items of business for npext meeting;

Fullerton to determine date and location of next meeting, and notify others,
Items of business for next meeting:

o Council members to study public comments, for discussion of final long-
term plan.

o Council members to be prepared to start the allocation agreement
process,

Meeting adjourned.

NOTE: A copy of the Record Minutes (full proceedings) for this meeting is
available upon request. Contact:

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Klamath River Fishery Resource Office
P.0Q. Box 1006

Yreka, CA 96097-1006

Phone 916/842-5763



DRAFT AGERDA
KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

10-11 NOVEMBER 1991

BUNDAY, NOVEMBER 10

Convene 1:00 p.m.
Administrative.
Review of agenda and previous minutes.
Introduction of new members.
Technical reports.
Review of 1991 salmon fisheries (Barnes).
Fall chinook scale sampling to estimate age composition (Barnes).
Salmon bycatch in whiting fishery (Barnes).

O Council discussion of impacts of ocean trawl fisheries on Klamath
anadromous stocks.

1991 flows.
o Trinity R. (McCovey).
o Klamath R. (Odemar).

Planning/policy.

Progress of definition of tribal harvest rights (Reed).

Klamath Task Force plan status {Wilkinson).

Revised long term harvest plan {Iverson}).

o Council discussion of revised harvest plan.

Council discussion of a successor to the Five-Year Agreement.
Public commnent -- 4:30-5:00 p.m.

Adjourn.

MONDAY, NOVEMBER 11

Convene 8:00 a.m.
Action.

Council recommendations to PFMC on management of offshore trawl fisheries.

Council action on the long term plan.

Council action on a harvest allocation agreement.

Council assignment of technical tasks.

Date, location, major items of business for next meeting.

Adjourn before noon.



Minutes for the Record
KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
November 10-11, 1991
Millbrae, CA

November 10, 1991

Members Present: Charlie Fullerton, Mel Odemar, Keith Wilkinson, Nat Bingham,
Virginia Bostwick, Frank Warrens, Don Mclsaac, Sue Masten, Pliny McCovey, Bill
Shake (for Lisle Reed), Bob Hayden

Agenda ltem: Approval of agenda and correction of previous meeting minutes.

Agenda (Attachment #2) approved as written.

(Bingham): I wish to change the minutes of the last meeting. The change has
to do with my statement regarding quantification of goals for the KMZ fishery.
The goal of 150,000 fish as identified for the ocean troll industry should be
coupled with a goal for an in-river harvest of 150,000 fish, as well. I would
ask to have it reflected in the meeting minutes. I’'m advocating goals for
both fisheries.

Discussion ensued regarding the methods to record the minutes (notes typed by
note-keeper, electronic recording systems).

o Reiterated that each council member has the opportunity to review the
draft minutes prior to publication and mailing to interested parties,

o Summary version of notes {includes the motions and action items, with a
summary of discussion) would probably suffice for our interested parties
mailing list.

(Fullerton): OK, let's reduce the recorded notes to more of a summary.

#%% Action: KRFRO staff to record the meeting’s proceedings with audio or
video recording equipment, which will be archived for 3 years.

**% Action: KRFRO staff to reduce notes to summary version before
distribution.

Minutes approved with Bingham’'s suggested amendments.

Agenda Item: Introduction of new menbers.

(Fullerton): Pliny McCovey representing the Hoopa Valley Tribe. Mel Odemar is
sitting in permanently for Spike Naylor. Today, Bill Shake will sit in for
Lisle Reed,.

Council agreed to allow a private video recording be made of the meeting.

Arenda Ttem; KRTAT Report (Barnes).

(Barnes): I talked with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) about the
whiting fishery's salmon bycatch. Pete Dygart will report on this issue
tomorrow. I would also like to discuss the different method that Dr. Dave
Hankin has come up with regarding ocean survival. Dr. Hankin has also
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presented information on effects of time of release of hatchery chinook. The
Technical Advisory Team (KRTAT) has two new members. Mr. Gecrge Kautsky
represents the Hoopa Tribe and Rick Felitz is standing in for the Bureau of
Indian Affairs' (BIA) appointment.

Discussion of KRTAT report handout: {(Council reviewed the report handout.)
Odemar explained CDFG in-river regulations.

Council discussed in-river harvest reporting.

Comments

o Need contributions rates from each fishery reported in a final report.
¢ Final in-river escapement estimate will be available in December.

*%& Action: Barnes to report all in-viver and ocean harvest in the KRTAT
report.

Agenda Ttem: Report on 199] salmon fisheries (Barnesg).

(Barnes): The numbers reported here are pretty accurate. Most of the Klamath
tributary weir counts are essentially final. Returns are variable. The Scott
River was up from last year. The Trinity River is also up (almost double).
The Bogus Creek count was approximately the same as last year. Iron Gate
Hatchery has less than half of last year's return.

(Odemar): With the exception of the Shasta River weir count, these numbers are .
not the total escapement. The welr counts will be expanded for a final
estimate of in-river run.

{(Barnes): Right, the numbers here are weir count, not the estimated
escapement. The final adult return to Trinity River Hatchery (TRH) might be
2500 fall chinook.

Agenda Ttem: Fall chinook scale sampling to estimate age composition (Barnes):
{Attachment 3, page 2)

(Barnes): We’'ve got 2,100 scale samples from the lower Klamath River and
Trinity River fishery. These samples should be analyzed by the KRTAT by
1-15-92. CDFG may want to do all the scale analyses next year. This would
come as a proposal from CDFG to the Klamath River Task Force for Restoration
Program funding. We'll have age composition data by the time we do the 1992
stock projection.

Report: Harvest Rate Model Parameters {(Barnes). (Attachment 3, section D)

Council discussed Table 1 and Section D of the KRTAT report.

Council agreed to continue discussion of the KRTAT report during next day’s
meeting.




Report: New methods for analysis required for Coded Wire Tag (CWT) recovery
data (Barnes).

(Barnes): The bottom line is that we don't have a method now to estimate age
specific maturation probabilities unless we have ocean survival rates. These
were estimates. Dr. Hankin has taken CWT data by sequenced release groups,
and has come up with ocean survival rates by these released groups. This is a
preliminary analysis report. He’d be uncomfortable with initiating this right
now. He wants more statistical analyses, computer analyses, and peer review
on this. They want to present a proposal to the Trinity Task Force to confirm
the preliminary findings as valid. I'm giving this a do pass for further
consideration and validation. If you favor this, I recommend that it be
considered as an agenda item for a future meeting.

{No Council Action.)

(Barnes): At the Native American Fish and Wildlife Conference, Dr. Hankin
presented biological effects of various hatchery release strategies. This is
s comparison of October releases versus spring releases. Ocean and in-river
exploitation rates can be influenced by time of release at the hatcheries.
When making decisions on these strategies, Dr. Hankin recommends consideration
of social and economic implications, as well as consideration of returning
fish to the river. Dr. Hankin presented some production scenarios by which
the fish would not be harvested in the ocean fisherles. The bottom line is
that we need to maintain a balance in these release strategies. The KRTAT is
asked to be involved in the Trinity River Task Force (TRTF) effort to develop
management strategies for TRH.

(Fullerton): My concern is "Who will have final say about how the hatcheries
and the rivers are managed?" I see nothing wrong with them coming up with a
strategy proposal, the KFMC should have final management say.

(Odemar): We shouldn’t confuse the hatchery manager's and fishery manager's
jobs. Fishery managers should decide on the final product, but not the actual
hatchery operation. The hatchery operators should be allowed to raise fish
the way they can best do it.

{Barnes): Do you want me to be involved in that evaluation process?
(Fullerton): Yes.

k% Action: Jerry Barnes will participate with the TRH evaluation. Take with
him the message from the KFMC that: 1) The Council is concerned with them
(CDFG) changing the status quo operation, and; 2) Operational changes shall be
reviewed by this council.

(Barnes): I will provide a letter to Mr. Fullerton regarding my authorization
to attend, and I will take this message to the meeting.

#x% Action: KRFRO to copy two Hankin Reports (from Barnes), and distribute to
all KFMC members,

Two reports are: 1) Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Information Report
number 90-4; 2) Dr. Dave Hankin, Effects of Month of Release on Maturation and
Fishery Contribution of Chinook Salmon (Charts to accompany presentation given
at Native American fisheries Conference, on Cct. 22, 1991).
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(Shake): At the November Task Force meeting in Brookings, Oregon, we approved
having a coordination meeting between the Chairs of the advisory councils
{Trinity River and Klamath River Task Forces, and CDFG) to discuss this
particular issue. A report of this meeting would be appropriate for a future
agenda item.

#%k Action: Place this report on a future Management Counclil meeting agenda,

Report on Stock ID committee (Mclsaac).

(McIsaac): Definition of "stock" was a major point of the discussion. The
committee is reviewing much biological information such as egg imports from
outside the basin, release of fish from IGH and TRH, review of GSI analyses,
and a review of CWT recoveries in tributaries to indicate straying rate from
hatcheries inte tributaries. All information is to be reviewed at the next
committee meeting. We are trying to define "stock", and this definition will
depend on results of our search for biological information. The effort will
be limited to salmonid species. Evolutionary Significant Units (ESUs) were
discussed at our first meeting. The ESU concept would incorporate a broader
group than a "stock". The group wants to identify different groups, whether a
stock or subpopulation. The burden of proof lies with those who suggest that
differences exlist between groups. Good biological data or reascnable
assumptions must be used. Committee membership was also discussed. The
committee was allowed to take the proper amount of time to do the job right.

(Fullerton): The Endangered Species Act is a concern. Management options may
be taken away if we identify some weak stocks. I’m cautious of how this may

be used by other groups. I don’t want us to create a trap.

(Shake): Right. That's not the objective of the committee. The objective is
to provide a planning tool and enable us to set restoration goals.

Beport on the Graham Gall paper (Barnes):

(Barnes): Presently, electrophoresis cannot be used to differentiate batween
spring and fall runs of chinook, and further research is needed to
discriminate between Klamath and Trinity sub-basin stocks. GSI cannot be used
to give the Klamath contribution rate in the ccean fisheries. Mitochondrial
DNA may be a better technique.

Q: Are you saying, "What we thought we knew a few years ago is no longer
valid®, or are you saying "We could not use this information for harvest
management™?

(Barnes): I’'m suggesting that further work is needed to possibly develop more
refined techniques.

(Polos): Age structure is not coupled with the GSI data. Age structure is
needed for harvest management.

(Hayden): The original intent was to research this technique as a management
tool for the Klamath Management Zone (to identify fish as being Klamath River
origin), not necessarily to identify specific stocks.




(Barnes): The KRTAT suggested that this be an end-season analysis only. HNot
to be used as a mid-season analysis to make mid-season management decisions.

(Odemar): Sounds as if this was a change of the original intent.

(Rarnes): Mid-sgeason adjustments would cause you to go into the season not
knowing what harvest would be allowed.

(Bingham): We couldn’t get landing data on a real-time hasls, so we won't get
this GSI data by mid-season.

(Barnes): We could go back and lock at the Gall report.

#k% Action: Barnes to review the Gall report again for application of GSI
techniques in management of Klamath Rlver salmon stocks.

Concludes KRTAT report.

Agenda Item: Report on 1991 Trinity and Klamath River Flows,.

Trinity River flows: {(Attachment 4).

(McCovey): Expressed thanks for welcome and provided the attached statement.

(Bingham): Was it your feeling that the higher temperatures this fall had a
negative effect on the adult run?
A: Yes,

Q: What is it you're asking us to do?
(McCovey): I believe the Klamath River needs to be studied more, and some of
the Tribal flow rights need to be considered.

(Masten): The Yurok Tribe is currently pushing for money to assess the flow
needs on the Klamath River side. We’'ve requested more money for more studies.
We'll hire an individual to begin the process.

Q: Do the Karuks have a water right?

(Masten): This will be addressed in the near future.

Q: Doesn’t the Klamath Compact recognize Tribal water rights?
{(Wilkinson): No. I don't think it does.

Klamath River flows: (Attachment 5}.

(Odemar): (Discussing the handout) Two of the reservoirs in the system are
down to dead storage levels. Earlier this year, the Department submitted a
flow release strategy. The minimum flow required by FERC at Iron Gate
Reservoir has not been met in recent years because they can't release what
they don’t have. They released flow (last winter) when we didn't necessarily
need it. On September 29, flows were increased as a result of telephone calls
from the Department (from over 700 to almost 900 CFS). We're disturbed that
the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) didn’t provide flows as planned. I would want
to know why minimum FERC flows have not been met in the past. We would be
more successful if we were able to get these minimum flows.



never supposed to be less than 1300 c¢fs. But I{n this report, it appears that

(Wilkinson): The FERC requirement for minimum flow at Iron Gate Reservoir was .
they rarely met that flow requirement,

(McIsaac): What was the BOR's response for not releasing flows according to
the flow relsase schedule?

(Odemar): Apparently, the BOR claims that inflow into Klamath Lake was less
than projected. The BOR held back water in September,

{(Hayden): This Council should insure that those minimum flow releases are
being met.

(Wilkinson): This is also impacting the Tribal fisheries.
{Masten): With the low flows, fish are coming in later and staying longer in
the lower river.

{Shake): In the Columbia River system, we have an agreement with Bonneville
Power, and have access to their operational data which is passed on to us on a
weekly basis. We could request this kind of flow release information from the
BOR. This information could be provided te the U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service
Regional Office, Tribes, and CDFG. Then we can make sure that the flows are
being met.

{(Odemar): The endangered fish species flow needs were also considered.

{No Action.)

Agenda Item: Progress of definition of tribal harvest rights, .

(Fullerton): Bill, what is the status of the action of the Interior requesting
the determination of tribal harvest allocation?

{Shake): Lisle Reed sent a letter to the Department of Interior Solicitor’s
O0ffice, asking that they review tribal allocation rights. Hopefully, a
finding will result by the end of the year, but will more likely result
sometime in spring.

Arenda Item: Progress of definition of tribal harvest rights:

(No presentation, Dr. Reed not present.)

(Fullerton): This is one missing part of the plan. Does the Council want to
discuss this now?

(Masten): I've prepared a statement (Attachment 6) for the record. If the
quantification of tribal fishing rights becomes law, then this Council should
not have a hard time abiding by it. Therefore, it should not be difficult teo
place into the plan.

Q: Policy 7.2 alternate states that Federal agencies on the KFMC will make the
allocation decision. Do you propose to re-word Policy 7.2 alternate?
(Masten): The "appropriate entities" was added to Policy 7.2 alternate,

Q: Who are the entities?
{Masten): Department of Interior, Indian Tribes, and the Justice Department,
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{Fullerton): Commerce will also be invelved. If we word this we should say
the "legal entities, however named”.

Q: Where do you see the tribal rights in harvest allocatlion with regards to
overall harvest?

(Masten): We believe the minimum Tribal harvest sharve is 50X%. This Is not the
total share, but the minimum. This "minimum”™ of 30% is our starting point
hecause we do not have a ratified treaty suggesting that we would share 50%.
The Executive Order for Tribes in Indian country, set aside fishery resources
for Indian purposes.

Q: Is 50% arbitrary?

{Masten): No. The number came from former court precedent in interpreting
treaties. The Supreme Court decision did not quantify the amount in the
Executive Order,

(Odemar): The 50% was only applicable to Washington State. Is the Bolt
decision now, as it was in the beginning, measured against the take in
Washington State, or measured against the take in all fisheries, combined?
(Masten): This issue will be addressed by legal entities.

(Mccovey): This is much like our water rights, very ancient, preceding the
Federal Government and non-Indian communities., Quantification is yet to be
determined.

(Masten): Our harvest share goal has always been at a certain level, but not
to be set and interpreted as the complete entitlement.

{Fullerton): Sue, can we reword 7.2a to read more accurately? Didn’t you ask
that this Council abide by the "level", as determined by proper entities?

(Pierce): Policies 7.2 and 7.2a were developed at the La Jolla meeting, to be
presented for public comment. The Yurok transition team made suggestions to
change the wording for Policy 7.2a, from "Federal agencies of the KFMC" to
"the appropriate agencies".

(Bingham): The trolling industry couldn’t vote to approve this at a specified
level. The original language of Policy 7.2 said that the KFMC would sit down
to work out our allocation problem. That is why the only version that I can
support is the original version as prepared in La Jolla.

(Warrens): 1 agree with Nat’s statement. And I think that all the tools to
achieve the harvest allocation are covered in the original Policy 7.2.

(Masten): I have yet to see that this group recognizes equal fishing rights.
I have not seen this recognition in the last 5 years of the agreement.

(Bingham): The conflict may not be resolved by the wording of Policy 7.2a, as
you suggest. I recommend that we try to negotiate and re-visit the issue of
resource restoration as the first principle, then go from there.

(Wilkinson): Policy 7.2 is a product of consensus. It speaks to what is being
discussed now. The problem that I have with Policy 7.2a is that it didn't go
through the process as Policy 7.2 did.



{Masten): 1 abstained from the conszsensus vote because T knew this issue would
be revisited on Policy 7.2. 1've made this very clear in past meetings.

(McIsaac): We're talking about the plan. The 5-vear agreement will be
discussed on the next agenda item. Policy 7.2 may provide a mechanism leading
up to the discussion on the next agenda item. 1 would suggest that language
in Policy 7.2a include the Supreme Court, and clean up some of the "user
group® language. We shouldn’t be afraid of putting a footnote indicating
these issues will continue to be decided on.

(Fullerton): We don't know what the Judicial System may say. What you're
suggesting is that we allow them to make that determination, then we can
consider this issue later?

(McIsaac): The language 1 suggest is to encourage negotiation. For purposes
of our long term plan, I'm proposing that we look at a two-tiered system, that
will consider the Indian harvest rights. BSome change to the exact language
can be thought out, so this group can decide today or tomorrow. Should we
consider this now?

(Fullerton appointed Nat Bingham, Sue Masten, Mel Odemar, and Don MclIsaac to
re-word policy 7.2, and report back to the Council in the next day’s session.)

Public Comment:

Leaf Hillman: Will the KFMC discuss Option 4.4 of the long-term plan,
regarding the appointment of the Karuk seat on this Council?

(Fullerton): What would you like to see come out of the discussion?
(Hillman): That which came out of the plan at La Jolla, to include an
appointment of a Karuk seat.

Dave Bitts: I support Bob Hayden's suggestion regarding flow issues (the KFMC
should insure that minimum flow releases are being met at Iron CGate Dam). The
guestion I would like answered is to know what percentage of agriculture
deliveries were made.

#¥%% Actlion: KRFRO request the information from the Bureau of Reclamation,
Klamath Project Office.

Russ Crabtree: {(Introduced the Klamath Mgt Zone Fisheries Coalition, Attch 7).

Jim Welter: We've looked at the Klamath River Task Force's long range plan,
and we believe the restoration program is going to take a long time. We
recommend short term protection and production scenarics, Habitat should he
your number one concern. (Mr. Welter read a proposal (Attachment 8) to change
the operation of the Iron Gate and Trinity River Hatcheries.)

Fred Stutzmen: The charter boat operators support the KMZ Coalition, and ask
that you fully consider this group.

{Odemar): Fred and Jim made recommendations at the Task Force meeting last
week. I’m scheduling a meeting with the CDFG hatchery people at Iron Gate and
Trinity River Hatcheries, and the Trinity River Hatchery is presently being
evaluated. We'll consider their recommendations.

8




Rill Duncan: I'm concerned about the fact that the off shore whiting fishery
takes more salmon than our Shelter Cove salmon fishery.

(Fullerton): We're awaiting a report on that fishery tomorrow. Hearing no
other comments, the Public Comment period is closed.

Agenda Item: Klamath Task Force plan status (Wilkinson).

(Wilkinson): The upper basin amendment is now out for public review. We
welcome your comments. The Task Force has agreed to formulate a plan to
implement policies and objectives in the long range plan.

(Shake): NMFS has a formal request to use Dave Mackett to help facilitate our
strategy and priority action items.

(Fullerton): I've committed Dave Mackett's time to help.

November 11, 1991

Report: Subcommittee on wording Policy 7.2. Suggested rewording: "Establish
an allocation system that is consistent with the legally defined harvest share
allocable to tribal reserved fishing rights.”

(McIsaac): The two tiered allocation system has inherent problems, "User
Group” is abrasive terminolegy. Policy 7.2a had problems in regards to who
defines the allocable rights. This option presented here still allows the
Council to negotiate seasons, i.e. the 5-year agreement. This opens the door
to allocation strategies. This would remove the last stumbling block and let
the long-term plan go forward.

(Odemar): What Don described is how we dealt with the first part of that, but
we need something in the policy that would address non-tribal harvest (sport,
commercial split).

(Fullerton): It says we'll establish an allocation system. Do we want to get
into that now?

(Odemar): It could be a statement that would mention that KFMC would recognize
the need to make allocation recommendations to the Pacific Fisheries
Management Council (PFMC).

(Hayden): The wording is hard to disagree with, but it doesn’t seem to really
describe an allocation strategy. Allocation strategy is our task, and a long-
term plan should address this issue, Is our strategy to "establish an
allocation ..."7

(McTsaac): We’ll be more specific later, and this will be the subject of the
next 5-year agreement.

(Bingham): I support this, it reflects the situation as it exists. It opens
the door to a new negotiation process. To set parameters right now is not
appropriate. The points regarding socio-economics that are offensive should
be left out.



#% Motion *%

(Wilkinzon): T move to accept this amendment to replace policies 7.2 and 7.2a.
(Shake): Second,

(Masten): Mel’s comment about adding discussion of non-tribal allocation into
the policy was addressed by the committee.

(Fullerton): Do you agree that this wording needs to be included, Keith?
{(Wilkinson): Yes.
{Odemar): We'll add the "non-tribal share.®

(Wilkinson): The motion is to accept the wording of Policy 7.2, and include
the "npon-tribal" wording.

[Note keeper's comment: The Policy, including "non-tribal" verbiage should now
read "Establish a two tilered allocation system that is consistent with the
legally defined harvest share allocable to tribal reserved fishing rights and
allocate the non-tribal share to optimize social and economic benefits."]

(Q: 1Is there a tribal and pon-tribal share established now?
(Fullerton): We’ll wait until the legal opinion comes out, then we'll

negotiate,

(Odemar): This group will establish the system, once the shares are decided.
This sets up the principles of how we'll negotiate.

(Council agreed to take this new language back to constituents before the plan
is final.)

*%% KRFRO staff to insert new verbiage, and present to Council for review.

Agenda Item: Report Salmon bvecatch in Whiting Fishery (Peter Dygart).
{Attachment 9.)

{(Dygart): The concern is the salmon bycatch in the whiting fishery in the
Klamath Management Zone. This report is a logical extension of the bycatch
analysis for Sacramento River winter run chinook.

(Mr. Dygart presented data on historic whiting fishery from 1977 to 1991.)

(Dygart): The joint venture fishery has replaced the foreign fleet fishery.
The domestic fishery has increased gradually, but slowly through 1990. The
'91 catch increased drastically because the domestic fishery replaced the
joint venture fleet.

{(Discussion of sampling technigues).

(Dygart): The salmon bycatch has been lower in the past two years, compared to
earlier years. The overall bycatch rate is down to .032 salmon per metric
ton, below the limit of .05 salmon/metric ton. There were 4,700 salmon taken

in the KMZ. Data for the shore based fleet is not included. The shore based
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whiting fishery harvests 17,700 metric tons of whiting, which is less than 10X
of total harvest. The bycatch rate of the domestic whiting fishery is
generally lower than for at-sea processors.. The distribution of the shore-
based fishery is generally north of the Eureka area.

Q: Was the bycatch rate of .07 salmon/metric ton in the Eureks area known
during the fishery? And, was anything done about it?

(Dygart): No. This data was tabulated after the season ended, It is
difficult to be responsive to it.

The historic whiting catch in the KMZ was 75,000 to 200,000 metric tons. The
salmon bycatch for the 1991 season was 4,738 fish . Klamath stocks compose
18% of salmon taken in the KMZ. (18% of 4,700 fish in 1991). The whiting
fishery takes mostly immature, two and three year old fish. Average length is
between 19 and 23 inches. 1In *91 it averaged 23 inches. Catch appears to be
bi-modal. The catch size distribution can be attributed to gear type and
size. Fish less than 20", and larger than 29" are probably not vulnerable to
the harvest technique. The catch was .07 salmon/metric ton in Fureka area,
translating into 850 Klamath River fish (4,738 x .18) taken in the whiting
fishery. The stock composition of 2 year olds is not well known.

Q: Did you do work on what the whiting harvest would have been if the .05
standard was complied with?
{(Dygart): No.

(Wilkinson): Statistically the chart showed that 33% of the whiting was
harvested in the Eureka area, and this could create a gold rush effect.

There are some harvest management things the industry can do to reduce bycatch
rate.

(Warrens): The highest catch rate is in the early morning hours. When the
PFMC approved the factory trawl fishery, we had their "word"” to not fish at
night nor below the 39th parallel.

Q: The whiting fleet also agreed to stay out of the conservation zone for the
Klamath. Did they do that?
(Warrens): Yes they did,

(Dygart): It's clear that bycatch monitoring is needed to evaluate effects on
all stocks of concern.

Q: What plans are being made to monitor the shore based fishery?
(Dygart): I don’t know. Information we do have indicates the bycatch rate is
relatively low. (Attachment 9 illustrates this.)

Q: Is there methodology to determine what the April/May stock composition is
in the early season? And what happens to the salmon carcasses after counted?

(Dygart): All carcasses are discarded, but we can take tissue samples. They
do collect CWI's, and record length and weights.

(Barnes): The KRTAT can run the bycatch figures through the model, and can
provide actual impacts on the Klamath in-river run.
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(Mclsaac): 1 have a memo from Newport Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
staff (Attachment 10) which indicates 25 trips were monitored. Fish were
counted as caught and again as unloaded. There were 2 salmon caught In these
7?5 trips. The bycatch rate was .002 salmon per metric ton. The total Oregon
landing was about 16 million pounds (sampling was about 1/8 for total
landing)} .

{(Fullerton): T will allow any questions from audience.

(J: Has the *91 fishery been broken down by week and by area?
(Dygart): Yes.

(Bingham): The credibility of the bycatch data is questionable. Although, I
believe observers do the best job that they can. I would request that
commercial fishermen and Native Americans be allowed to be Involved In the
observation program. The issue of us being biased needs to be addressed.

(Fullerton): I'1l follow through, and let you know how they can get involved.

*%% Action: Fullerton to find out how impacted salmon fishers can become
involved in the cobserver program, and report back to the group.

(Bingham): In addition, because the bycatch occurs in the KMZ, it includes a
high percentage of Klamath fish, whereas the troll fishery, being outside the
¥MZ has a lower contribution rate of Klamath chinook. This is a problem.

(Wilkinson): I have a position statement from the Brookings-Harbor district.
(Attachment 11)

{Fullerton): What are the wishes of the Council? Do we make a recommendation
to PFMC in regard to the whiting fishery?

*% Motion #*%

{(McIsaac): We might suggest reducing efforts in the early morning and night
hours, and also encourage reduction of fishing in April., We can request that
they reduce the bycatch rate in the Eureka area to .05 salmon/metric ton, and
let the PFMC develop the method to achieve the reduction. So moved.

{Motion seconded.)

{(Odemar): The Eureka area is their largest area of catch. We should encourage
the industry not to fish there. The whiting fishery is a migrating fishery,
so they’1ll be able to catch these fish in other areas. So, let’'s not get hung
up on harvest rates, but we should consider total numbers (of salmon). We
can’'t sustain the largest harvest rate on the coast in the KMZ. The fish
caught as bycatch are young, immature fish.

(Hayden): Why can’t we recommend that there not be a whiting fishery in the
KMZ? If there i1s no commercial salmon fishery, why can’t we say there will be
no whiting fishery?

{(Warrens): As defined in the Magnuson Act, you cannot exclude a fishery in
favor of another. It's also an economic opportunity for Eureka to develop a
shore side whiting fishery. Management of the fishery to minimize bycatch to
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get the numbers down should be the goal rather than the total exclusion of the
fishery.

(Odemar): One of the first things taken away from the commercial salmon
industry was the early May fishing season. We prevented the joint venture and
foreign fleets from fishing below the 39th. We should make similar
recommendations for the domestic fleetr.

{Masten): This body can make strong recommendations to limit the whiting
fishery in the KMZ. 1t is appropriate. 4,000 fish is a high impact. It's
our responsibility to point this issue out to the PFMC, what ever happens at
PFMC is up to the PFMC.

{(Warrens): I understand this, but I believe the concerns are well expressed
with Don’s motion. It doesn’t exclude the whiting fishery but requests
reduction of the impacts.

(McIsaac): We should send a message to manage the fishery to make an
adjustment in bycatch, hoping to reduce total numbers, but not eliminate the

fishery. Frank, can the whiting harvest be achieved in other areas?

(Fullerton): The season dates can be changed and the fish will be caught
elsewhere, but that would impact the local near shore whiting fleet.

(Bingham): We should support the effort to lower the bycatch rate, but keep
the shore based fishery viable.

(Warrens): The method to achieve the reduction should be left up to the PFMC.

(Fullerton): I'd like to add to the motion, to request the two states to do a
better job on data collection for the shore based fishery, to have good data.

(Bingham): I speak in support of Sue’s suggestion. If there's any advocate
for Klamath River fish, it’s this Council. 1’d like to see us be strong.

{(MeIsaac): (Read a statement that requested the PFMC to adopt measures to
reduce the salmon bycatch rate in the Eureka zone to less than the accepted
.05 salmon/metric ton, and to request additional monitoring efforts be made
for the shore side fishery).

Second concurred with the statement, as read by Don Mclsaac.

(Wilkinson): There was a motion on the table. 1Is this an amendment to the
original motion?

(Fullerton): Yes, and the second concurs., 1’11 allow statements by the
audience before we vote.

Public Comment:

Jim Welters: I've followed the impact of the whiting fishery. Below 100
fathom and early morning hours are the critical location and time of harvest,
that seems to be the big problem for impacting stocks,
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Dave Bitts: I'd like to ask this Council to request the PFMC to ban the
whiting fishery from fishing inside the 100 fathom curve, and not fish in the
night hours.

Ronnie Pierce: I advocate 100% closure of KMZ to the whiting fishery.
(Unidentified): You may wish to point out that .05 bycatch for the entire
coast doesn't work. The bycatch was greater than the total harvest at Shelter
Cove.

Motion carried,

(Fullerton}: Frank, would vou carry that motion to the PFMC?

¥k Action: Frank Warrens to convey this request at the next Pacific Fisheries
Management Council meeting.

{See Attachment 12 for the Statement Of The Klamath Flshery Management Council
Regarding Whiting Fishery Management Measures For 1992.)

Agenda Item: Council discussion of revised harvest plan,

{Fullerton): We are working with the Plan Draft #2 -- Working Copy. This
version contains public comment that was incorporated by staff. We will go
through it and agree to incorporate or exclude the proposed changes. Then
we'll have it ready for print.

(Iverson): We (KRFRO staff) made changes in the plan text, based on changes
recommended by the ad hoc committee. These were identified by the Council in
your June meeting, and joint committee meeting in Yreka. So, it’s important
to note that of the distinguishable public comments, I counted 68 that deal
with the policy part of the plan. The committee referred those to the
Council. T counted 17 dealt with, 51 haven't been dealt with., That is, there
is no record of the Council having specifically discussed them, in terms of
amending the draft plan in response to those comments.

(Bingham): There are substantive comments by the public, which should be
considered. I would ask that we defer adoption of the plan until next
meeting. My constituency hasn’t had time to review the language of the
proposed poliey language.

(Fullerton): We’ll not adopt a final plan today, but staff will incorporate
all comments from this meeting into the draft plan document, for ocur final

review at our next meeting.

**%Action: Staff to incorporate all comments from this meeting into the draft
plan document for the next meeting.

Discussion of Policy 4.4, (page 26)

(Masten): We support the addition of the Yurock seat, and the Non-Hoopa
position would then become the Karuk Tribe. The Karuk Tribe is a managing
agency, and should have a seat. We recommend addition of Policy 4.4.
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{Bingham): We cannot add a representative to this body, only Congress can. 5o
we'd need to say that the Council would "seek Congressional action to add a
seat” .

(Shake): Interior supports adding the Karuk seat. Our position has changed.

(Odemar): Congressional action would also be required to change the title
from the "Non-Hoopa" to "Yurok" representative.

*% Motion %%

(Shake): Move to include Policy 4.4 in the plan. Motion seconded.

Q: This motion would be to include the phrase that we would seek congressional
action?

{Fullerton): Yes.

(Wilkinson): Other public comment requested additional representative's seats,
as well.

Motion carried.

Discussion of Appendix A, (page A-1):

(Iverson): The public proposed various additions to the options field.
Individual Council members, at your June meeting, also raised some new
options. An example, the addition of an Oregon sport fishing representative
seat. Some of these proposed options were never discussed by the Council, and
are not in this draft.

Q: Did the committee address how we might consider incorporating public
comment as sentiment changed?

(Wilkinson): We (the committee) did, and we suggest that this Council consider
these. We didn’t prioritize or decide which comments to include.

(Masten): Recommendations by public should be included in the draft.
(Fullerton): We'll cover these at the next meeting. The council members will
review those public comments and come to the next meeting prepared to discuss

incorporating some of those ideas into the final plan.

%% Action: KFMC members shall review public comments and be prepared to
digscuss them at the next Council meeting.

Q: We'll not throw out anything from Appendix A?
(Fullerton): No. This completes the review of the plan.

Resultant changes to Draft Plan No. 2:

Page 6, paragraph 2: Remove underlined sentence beginning with "Some
people feel...".

Page 6, paragraph 3: Delete underlined text beginning with "Preseason
estimates..." and ending with ",..Klamath fall chinook."
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Page 7: paragraph 6. Underlined sentence "Native Americans continued using
gillnets to fish for ceremonial and subsistence purposes between 1934 and
1978." will have "in some areas" added to the end, to read "...1934 and
1978, in some areas.”

Page 7: paragraph 6: Last sentence deleted, add the following text
"Commercial gillnetting In the lower twenty miles of the Klamath River was
opened under Federal regulation in 1977, and closed mid-season in 1978,
Subsistence fishing only, was allowed in 1979 through 1986. Commercial
fishing was resumed in 1987."

Page 8, paragraph 2: Third underiined sentence should read "...have
sustained significant socie economic impacts” rather than *.,.lost thelr

socle economic status as salmon producers.”

Page 8, paragraph 3: Third sentence should read "Sport and Indian harvest
increased during...”

Page 8, paragraph 4:@ Seventh sentence should read "Karuk fisheries,
conducted on non-Trust lands, are regulated by the State of California and
the Karuk Tribe in terms of location and method of fishing."

Page 8, paragraph 4: Delete last sentence {(underlined).

Page 8, paragraph 5: Delete all underlined text.

Page 9, Delete KRFRO staff note to KFMC.

Page 10, paragraph 2: Delete entire paragraph on "Illegal in-river
harvest”,

Page 10, last paragraph: Delete entire paragraph (including text on page
11).

Page 11, paragraph 4: Second sentence should read "The sport fishing fleet
comsists of small, private vessels and charter beats."

Page 11, paragraph 5: Forth sentence should read "Sport catch of coho
landed in..."

Page 11, paragraph 6: Delete entire, one sentence paragraph.

Page 11, last paragraph: Third sentence should read "Substantial numbers
of salmon and steelhead are taken in the high seas squid..."

Page 11, Add new paragraph "Illegal harvest: The illegal harvest of salmon
in all fisheries is unquantified and may be an important factor in the

depletion of stocks."

Page 14, paragraph 3: Second sentence should read "The current estimate of
the rate that will accomplish this is 65% of each year class.™
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Page 16, Item 1.1.1.6. should read "Yurok Interim Council regarding
regulations for harvesting in the area by members of the Yurok Tribe®.
(Belete "when established".)

Page 26, Item 4.4: Leave this sentence in final long-term plan. Add "The
KFMGC will seek Congressional Actlon to add this seat.”

Page 27, Item 7.2: Reword to read "Establish a two tiered allocation
system that is consistent with the legally defined harvest share allocable
to tribal reserved fishing rights and allocate the non-tribal share to
optimize social and economic benefits.”

Apenda Item: Council assipgnment of technical tasks.

(Fullerton): Any assignments for the KRTAT?
(McIsaac): We want to ask them to review the issue of high in-river
escapements not producing high output.

{(Bingham): Could the CWT data, preseason stock abundance data from the KRTAT
report from the Council get out to us ASAP?
(Barnes): Yes.

Apenda Item: Council action on a harvest allocation agreement.

(Fullerton): Regarding the harvest allocation agreement, or successor to 5-
vear agreement. What shall we do?

(Odemar): I would think the first step is to identify the issues. For
example: how we count the fish, the season dates, and quota management.

{(fullerton): How did it work last time? I wasn't here.

(Wilkinson): Extensive negotiation and committee work occurred. The Council
can deal with the entire issue, or committees can be utilized.

(Bingham): The old Klamath Management Group had an informal process. My
suggestion is to sit down as a full Council and decide how to format the
discussions. I hope that the process will be less formal, giving opportunity
for a free play of ideas,

(Masten): Mackett would be valuable to keep us to the task.

[Some Council members stated that they wanted to delay starting the 5-year
agreement until their successors can get in on it at the beginning.]

(Odemar): There are many harvest issues in addition to the tribal/non-tribal
harvest share issue.

(Fullerton): We can gtart this in January or later. In the meantime, you
ought to think about these issues.
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Agenda Item; Date, location, major items of business for next meeting; .
Next meeting date:

#%% Action: Fullerton to determine and notify others.

Items of business for next meeting:

o Council memwbers to study public comments, for discussion of final long-
term plan,

o Council members to be prepared to start the allocation agreement
process,

Meeting adjourned.
List of Attachments:

1} Attendance Roster.

2) Agenda.

3) KRTAT report.

4Y 1991 Trinity River Streamflows Report of the Hoopa Valley Tribe.

5) Xlamath Project Operation Summary 1991 {presented by Odemar).

6) Yurck Interim Council statement (presented by Masten).

7} Xlamath Management Zone Ccalition (public statement).

8) Proposal from Oregon South Coast Fishermen.

9y Whiting bycatch presentation tables (presented by Dygart).

10) Memo from ODPFW regarding salmon bycatch in whiting fishery.

11) Position statement by the Klamath Management Zone Fisheries Coalition,

12) Statement Of The Klamath Fishery Management Council Regarding Whiting
Fishery Management Measures For 1992,

18



ATTACHMENT 1

K1LAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
Attendance Roster
November 10-11, 1991
Millbrae, California

Management Council Members

Nat Bingham

Virginia Bostwick

E. C. Fullerton (Chair)
Robert Hayden

Pliny McCovey

Susan Masten

Don MclIsaac

Mel Odemar

Bill Shake for Lisle Reed
Frank Warrens

Keith Wilkinson

Others Attending

Dave Bitts
John Coon

Russ Crabtree
W. L. Duncan
Stan Griffin
Leaf Hillman
George A. Kautsky
Duncan Maclean
Mike Morford
Ronnie Pierce
Fred Stutsman
Jim Walters
Jim Welter

California Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry
Klamath In-River Sport Fishery

National Marine Fisheries Service
California Ocean Sport Fishery

Hoopa Valley Tribal Counecil

Non-Hoopa Indians Residing in Klamath Area
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
California Department of Fish & Game

U.8. Department of the Interior

Pacific Fishery Management Council

Oregon Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry



DRAFT AGENDA ATTACHMENT 2

KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

10-11 HOVEMBER 1991

SUNDAY, NOVEMBER 10

Convene 1:00 p.m.
Administrative.
Review of agenda and previous minutes.
Introduction of new members.
Technical reports.
Review of 1991 salmon fisheries (Barnes).
Fall chinook scale sampling to estimate age composition (Barnes).
Salmon bycatch in whiting fishery (Barnes).

o Council discussion of impacts of ocean trawl fisheries on Klamath
anadromous stocks. -

1991 flows.
o Trinity R. (HMcCovey).
o Klamath R. (Odemar).

Planning/policy.
Progress of definition of tribal harvest rights (Reed}.

Klamath Task Force plan status (Wilkinson).

Revised long term harvest plan (Iverson).

o Council discussion of revised harvest plan.

Council discussion of a successor to the Five-Year Agreement.
Public comment =-- 4:30-5:00 p.m.

Adjourn.

MONDAY, NOVEMBER 11

Convene 8:00 a.m.
Action.
Council recommendations to PFMC on management of coffshore trawl fisheries.
Council action on the long term plan.
Council action on a harvest allocation agreement.
Council assignment of technical tasks.
Date, location, major items of business for next meet ing.

Adjourn before noon.



ATTACHMENT 3

MEMORANDUM

To: " Klamath Fishery Management Date: October 30, 1991
Council

From: Klamath River Technical Advisory Team

Subject: Team Assignments

The

KRTAT met in Arcata September 24-25 to discuss various

assignments. Jerry Barnes and Jim Waldvogel were re-elected
chairperson and secretary, respectively. New KRTAT menbers
representing the Hoopa Tribe (George Kautsky) and the Bureau of
Indian Affairs (Rick Fielitz) attended. Items of interest and
progress on Team assignments follow:

A.

Chinook Harvest, 1991

Attachment A compares 1991 ocean and river chinook catches
with previous years. KMZ ocean sport harvest was limited to
20,000 chinook by inseason action closing the area to salmon
fishing in August. The river net catch quota on the Yurok
Reservation was attained on October 9. The river sport catch
quota for the area from the mouth to Coon Creek (1,300
adults) was attained on October 1, at which time the area
closed to the take of adult salmon. The Klamath River above
coon Creek and the Trinity River closed to the take of adult

salmon on October 29.

Genetic Stock Identification

At the Council's request the Team has reviewed GSI techniques
for possible management application on Klamath fall chinook.
The State of Washington is currently applying GSI to Puget
sound and Columbia River fisheries to determine stock
composition. Similar applications could be undertaken in
ocean fisheries off northern California and southern Oregon,
especially in fisheries with low quotas. These special
fisheries often do not land sufficient numbers of fish to
determine stock composition based on CWT's. A complication
of GSTI in ocean fisheries relative to Klamath chinook is that
electrophoresis cannot currently discriminate between the

spring and fall race.

Application of GSI in river fisheries (to discriminate
between Klamath and Trinity sub-basin stocks, for instance)
would require further research. No activity in this area is
being funded at this time, although the Klamath Task Force is
investigating differences in individual populations within



Klamath Fishery Management Council
October 30, 1991
Page Two

the basin, The Team will continue to keep informed on GSI
techniques and applications if requested to do so by the
Council.

Scale Sampling Progranm

The first year of a program to determine inriver age
composition of fall chinook using scale analysis is underway.
Sample rates were determined that will provide an estimate of
the age proportion, plus or minus 20% of the true value, 95%
of the time. Both basin hatcheries are being sampled at the
20% rate (every 5th fish), counting weirs at the 50% rate and
sampling weirs at the 100% rate. All fish sampled in the net
or sport fisheries are also having scales taken and
processed. Analysis will be complete by early January, 1992,
allowing the age composition to be used in the cohort
reconstruction as well as to be compared to the present age
composition method using CWT's.

Harvest Rate Model Parameters

As described in the attached memorandum from Alan Baracco to
the KRTAT, information has been developed over the past
several years that indicates the maturity schedule for
Klamath fall chinook is somewhat different than originally
estimated. Also, the river net fishery has changed in recent
years, with a larger proportion of the catch occurring
earlier in the season and closer to the river mouth. This
has produced a different parameter estimate for age 3 net

vulnerability.

The Team is of the opinion that the best estimates describing
various life history parameters and fishery impacts should be
used to manage this resource. The Team therefore proposes
that the new maturity schedule and net vulnerability factor
be used to determine the escapement rate and harvest rate
combinations that produce maximum sustained yield (MSY).

The effect of these changes are twofold:

1) The escapement rate that produces MSY, currently
estimated to be between 33 and 34 percent, would be slightly
lower. The actual value using the original parameters was
33.8%; the new value is 33.2%.
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2) The ocean/river harvest rate combinations change
slightly. The combination used in recent years (0.375/0.49)
would change to 0.39/0.52, slightly higher for each area. A
new range of acceptable harvest rate combinations is
contained in Attachment B.

While the Team feels these new parameter values improves our
kxnowledge of Klamath fall chinook, there remain areas of the
life history where only crude estimates can be made. The
major area where this is true is estimation of age specific
natural mortality. Drs. David Hankin and Michael Mohr have
recently published methods they pelieve are useful in better
defining natural mortality. The Team has reviewed the method
and supports further development of the technique. Fully
developed and verified, these annual natural mortality rates
would help to better define the Klamath fall chinook
stock/recruit relationship and therefore the definition of

optimum spawning escapement.



Attachment A.

Chinook Catch Levels for 1991, with a Comparison

to 1990, 1989 and 1%88. 1/
Fishery -~ Area 1991 1890 1989 1988
Ocean Troll
C. Falcon-Humbug Mtn. 2/ 69,000 228,000 333,000 430,000
KMZ 6,000 9,000 44,000 89,000
Horse Mountain-Mexico 348,000 440,000 499,000 1,235,000
Ccean Sport
C. Falcon-Humbug Min. 1,000 10,000 9,000 16,000
KMZ 20,000 39,000 72,000 53,000
Horse Mountain-Mexico 3/ 60,000 119,000 126,000 140,000
River Net
Estuary 4,000 4,000 37,000 38,000
Mid-Klamath 6,000 3,000 5,000 10,000
Hoopa Reservation 1,000 1,000 4,000 5,000
River Sport
Estuary 300 300 2,000 3,000

1/ Preliminary, subject to revision.

2/ Through October 20.

3/ Through October 15, season closes November 3.



Attachment B. Ocean/River Harvest Rate Combinations that
Produce MSY. .

Ocean Harvest Rate 1/ River Harvest Rate 2/
Q.47 0.36
0.46 .38
0.45 .41
0.44 0.43
.43 0.44
0.42 0.46
0.41 0.48
0.40 0.50
0.39 0.52
0.38 0.53
0.37 0.55
0.36 0.57
0.35 0.59
0.34 0.60
0.33 0.62 _
0,32 0.63
0.31 D.64
0.30 0.66

1/ Expressed as the harvest rate on fully vulnerable age 4 and 5
fish alive prior to the fishing season.

2/ Expressed as the harvest rate on fully vulnerable age 4 and 5
fish that mature and enter the river.




ATTACHMENT 3 (cont)

MEMORANDEUM

—*—uwmwmmuwwmuwmw—w—mw—

To:. Klamath River Technical pate: August 30, 1991
Advisory Tean

From: Alan Baracco, CDFG

Subject: Maturity Schedule for Klamath River Fall Chinook Salmon

The Harvest Rate Model (HRM) was used in 1986 to determine
allowable harvest rate combinations in ocean and river fisheries
that produce MsY. It is also used each year to determine
allowable catches based on the current stock projection. The
model currently uses a set of parameters including maturation at
age for Klamath River fall chinock (attached}.

These parameter estimates were developed from data available
several years ago. The spawning Policy Report (KRTAT 1986)
provides the rationale for their selection.

Since 1986, additional data has been developed by the KRTAT
describing the maturity schedule for Klamath River fall chinook
(Progress Report on Cohort Reconstruction). Table 1 summarizes
the maturity schedule for the 1979 through 1985 brood years based

upon KRTAT cohort reconstruction.
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TABLE [+
BEATURITY SCHEDULE OF KLARATH AIVER FALL CHINOOK, 1979-14985

BROOD YEARS. U

8rnoOn YEAR/ AGE 2 £GE 3 AGE 4
FACILITY/RELEASE MATURITY]  MATURITY]  MATURITY
TYGHY 064 - 19.3% 9360
7SIGHF 1.7%a 45.9% 91,19
79TRHY 6. 75 26,99/ 97.4%/3
TSTRHF 8.2 41,994 95, 4%/d
TYTRHY + , 3 1% 44,07/ 97. 744
MATURAL 4.1% 17.3% 76.0%4
TOTAL 5TOCK 3,974 21.9% 81. 3%
80IGHY 2.5 16,04 84 43/
3{*!{:345: 12. 9:%:4; 49 £ 86.4%
BOTRHY 20,044 81.7% 88,04
SOTRHF 32,64 83.8% 58.4%5
NATURAL R VAL 45 6% 97.6%
TOTAL STOCK | 15,79 43 94 91 .69
SUGHY 6.2/ 12,29 99. 2%
THGHF 0. 4% 8 G/ 99.4%
I TRHY 2% 42 865/4 100.0%
S1TRHF 10.7% 30.5% 100.0%
NATURAL 1.8% 38,24 1000/
TOTAL STOCK |- 1ew - 336 93.9%/d
aAsHY 1.1 39 54 98 9%
SAGHF 3.9% 2870 98.8%
§ZTRHY 379 ea.zsx'ci 98, 794
§2TRHF 2179 47.5% 59.5%5
NATURAL 2.9 13.5513 100.0%s
TOTAL STOCK [ 2.9/ 20.1%4 99.7¢/4




gAHEHY

96,474

0.3 9.2y
BACHF 1.5 24 4%, 950/
BITRHY 6.3/ £9.9% 99.8%
83TRHF 19.6%4 80.4% 97 0%
gITANY+ 3.4% £3 6% 99 8%
NATURAL 4. 1% 2724 94, 0%,
TOTAL STOCK 5,474 41.0%4 95 5%
[aaiaHyY 1.0 15.20 88.5
BAIGHF 0. 894 156.50%0 81.8%4
84TRHY 3,44 662/ 97.4%
SATRHF 14.1%4 81.8% 97.8%
BATRHY+ 2.3% 64974 9529/
NATURAL 5.2&{3 47 5 87.6%
TOTAL STOCK 5 194 47 33 89.0%
8EiGHY 0.3 g.504 95.9%
85IGHF 1.9 49.1% 98,5
g5TRHY 2 74 56.9% 98,50
B5TRHF 12.7%4 75.7% 98.89
EXHAT 2.9%% 8.3% 100.0%%
NATURAL 019 2829/ 100.0%
TOTAL STOCK 1.5% 36.5%9 99.3%
AVE IGHY 0.9 17.1% 93.9%
AVE IGHF 3.3 28 1% 93 0%
EVE TRHY 6.5%0 59 5% 97.1%
AVE TRHF 17.1% £3.1% 92 6%
AVE TRHY+ 2.1 £9.1%4  97.6%
EVE XHAT 2 9/ 8. 3% 100.04)
AVE NATURAL 5. 2%/ 31 .29 93.6%
AVE TOTAL 5TOCK 5. 244 37 0% 33.8%

1/ SOURCE: KRTAT, COHORT RECONSTRUCTION UPCATE, JAN. 1951




ATTACHMENT 4

1991 TRINITY RIVER STREAMFLOWS

REPORT OF THE HOOPA VALLEY TRIBE

presented to: Klamath Fishery Management Council
Meeting of November 10-11

Presented by: Pliny McCovey, Member

Hoopa Valley Tribal Council
Hoopa Representative to KFMC

Before presenting the technical and policy part of this report
on Trinity streamflows, I want to emphasize the supreme importance
of the Trinity River to the Hoopa Valley Tribe's way of life.
Hoopa Indians have always lived in and around Hoopa Valley on the
lower Trinity, and have always relied on the river for food,
transportation, and for fundamental «cultural and spiritual
purposes. Numerous traditional ceremonial dance sites along the
banks of the Trinity have been in continuous use for hundreds of
generations. A fire ring at one site has been radio-carbon dated
as having been in use 10,000 years ago. This past September,
tribal members and their guests succéssfully completed two ten-day
traditional ceremonies along the river, the White Deerskin Dance
and the Jump Dance. A special feature of the Deerskin Dance is the
Boat Dance, with involves four redwood dugout canoes traveling a
short reach of the river. The Tribe obtained a special ceremonial
streamflow from the Trinity River Division’s Lewiston Dam, and
conducted one of the most successful Boat Dances in recent years.
It is the Tribe's long-standing cultural relationship to the

Trinity River that underlies its determination to protect the

fishery.
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Trinity River fishery streamflows in 1991 were much better
than they might have peen, but not as good as they should have
peen. As the direct result of an administrative appeal filed by
the Hoopa Valley Tribe in 1988, Interior Secretary Manuel Lujan
issued a decision on May 8, 1991 that significantly improves the
Trinity streamflow regime established by Secretary Andrus in 1981.
(A copy of the Lujan decision is attached.) Under the Andrus
policy, the Trinity flow volume for the critically dry year of 1991
would have been a meager 140,000 acre feet (AF). The May 8 Lujan
decision established a flow formula for 1991 that resulted in a
flow volume of 290,000 AF, more than twice what the river would
have received under the Andrus policy.

The Lujan decision also provides that in water years 1992
through 1996, the annual streamflow shall be 340,000 AF in
critically dry years, and "at least® 340,000 AF in each dry or
wetter year. After 1896, flows will be based on the results of the
12-year Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) habitat flow study, and
other relevant studies, including two different channel restoration
and maintenance flow studies, one by FWS and one by the Hoopa
valley Tribe.

The Tribe had advocated that the 1991 streamflow should also
have been 340,000 AF, because that flow volume is believed by FWS

to be the minimum necessary to promote restoration of the severely
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depressed Trinity fishery, and because that is the flow unanimously
requested for 1991 by the members of the Trinity River Task Force
in a September 10, 1990 letter to Secretary Lujan. When the 1981
Andrus flow policy was adopted, the best available information
indicated that 340,000 AF might provide all the habitat necessary
for restoration, but after six years of its flow study, FWS has
concluded that 340,000 AF provides only about 54% of the habitat
necessary for restoration. As recognized in the Lujan decision,
FWS now believes that it will take at least 578,000 AF per year to
provide necessary habitat and channel restoration and maintenance.

prior to Secretary Lujan's decision, the Trinity River
Division diverted nearly 90% of the Trinity's annual streamflow to
the Sacramento River basin and the Central Valley Project. As many
of us are aware, the result has been Trinity fish runs that are at
an all-time low. The minimum 3401000 AF mandated by the decision
represents about 25% of the Trinity's annual flow volume. FWS has
concluded that a primary limiting factor in Trinity salmon
production is the lack of adeguate peak flows in the spring to
provide rearing habitat for early life stages. In addition, it 1is
clear from even the Bureau of Reclamation’'s own studies that high
volume flows are also necessary to flush accumulated sediments and
provide for reshaping of the degraded river channel. It is hoped

that the higher flows available under the Lujan decision will
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enable FWS and the Tribe to more fully study these requirements as
well as actually begin to reverse the decline of the fishery.

Secretary Luijan's decision recognizes the unique legal status
of the Trinity River Division: Under the 1955 Trinity River
Division authorizing legislation, in-basin flow needs are to have
priority over out-of-basin diversions and the Trinity fishery is to
be maintained at pre-Trinity Division levels. The trust
responsibility to protect the Hoopa Tribe's reserved fishing rights
also imposes similar obligations on the Secretary to lincrease
streamflows. And the Trinity Restoration Act of 1984, while it did
not expressly require flow improvements, does require the Secretary
to fulfill the original intent of the Trinity Division Act by
restoring the fishery to pre-CVP levels.

In pursuing 1its appeal with Secretary Lujan, the Tribe
repeatedly pointed out that Trinity flows have been drastically
reduced during the current California drought, even in years when
the CVP provided full deliveries of much larger amounts of water to
its contractors. The Secretary's decision brings the Trinity a
step closer to parity with the CVP; it provides the Trinity with
more than the minimum 340,000 AF in any non-critical dry year
petween 1992 and 1996. The Tribe believes that flows in excess of

this minimum must be regularly available if the fishery is to

recovar.
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The Tribe gratefully recognizes the strong support that has
developed for Trinity flow lmprovements; the Lujan decision would
not have happened without it. Both the Klamath Baslin Task Force
and the Trinity Task Force sent letters to Secretary Lujan urging
him to improve Trinity flows. Support was forthcoming from the
ocean troll industry, Trinity and Humboldt Counties, the Bureau of
Indian Affairs, and several members of Congress, including our own
pistrict Representative Frank Riggs. Mr Riggs has introduced
legislation in Congress to confirm the Lujan decision. This
legislation overwhelmingly passed the House in June as Title XXX of
H.R. 429, the Reclamation Project Authorization and Adjustment Act,
and may yet receive Senate approval this fall.

Habitat improvement and streamflow policy reform are goals
behind which all of us should be able to unite and cooperaﬁe. The
Tribe remains firm, however, that cooperation cannot come at the
expense of its basic rights. This year the Trinity received twice
as much water as it would have because the Tribe asserted its legal
rights in a constructive fashion. We intend to continue to provide
leadership in habitat and flow policy matters.

Flows in the Klamath River are now emerging as an important
concern. The flow policy for that river is in the dark ages
compared to Trinity policy. Wwith the organization of the Yurok

Tribe moving forward, we at Hoopa anticipate a good deal more
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constructive attention to be focused on Klamath flow policy in the
coming years.

In addition, it is time for this Council to get realistic
about spawner escapement policy. As Trinity streamflows are
improving, there will be more habitat available to accommodate the
progeny of increased spawner escapement. The spawner escapement
goals of the Trinity Restoration Program (roughly 71,000 chinook,
including over 60,000 naturals) have been frustrated by this
Council's completely unrealistic spawner floor of 35,000 chinook
for the combined Klamath-Trinity basin. It is time to develop
harvest seasons that put more than the spawner minirum back to the

rivers, even (or rather especially) in years of low stock

abundance.

110791\ fish\trinkfmc.rep




United States Departiment of the Interior

QFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

MAY 8 iSE

Memorandum

Te: Secretary

from: Assistant Secretary - Fish snd wWildlife and Parxs
Assistant Secretary - Indian Affairs
Assistant Secretary - Water anc Sciences

Subject: Trinity River Flows

2y copy of your July 13, 1990, letzer te the Hoopa Valley Tribe, you

directed the Assistant Secretary for Fish and wWildlife and Parks to conduct

s review of Trinity River flows that are currently governec by the .%E1

cecretarial Issue Jecument. During the past § menibs, “he Assisrant

cecretaries for Weter and Sciences, India: Affairs, anc Fisn and wilslife
-t

and Parks have worked diligently re reach 2 comsensus corcerning flew

requirements for the Trimity River, This mexorancdun and tne attacnec
Sosition Statement contain our recemmendation orn this issue.

we recommend that, during the period of 1332 through 1996, flow relsases
into the Trinity River be at least 340,000 acre-feet (AF) for each éry or
wetzer water year end 240,000 AF In each crizizaliy drv vear if ar &Ll
cossitle. e further reccamend thal between oo G20 AT arz 3.l 00 AT be
celessed into the trinity River im 16%1 cerending on tne ratping fecrme.a
certained in the attached position statemernt Tre 1391 flcw relesses will
se accorxpiished urcer lentral Valleyw Frozect maréshiz provisicns. A frovel
cecision is critica. since reduced flows will go inte efifest in early May,
1991.

the attached Position Statement provides a detailed susmary of the major
legal, biological, and administrative factors that support cur decision.
Briefly, fishery needs, the Department’'s trust responsibilizy to the Hoopa
Valley and Yurok Tribes, the biological integrity of the U.S. Fish and
wildlife Service‘'s 12 year Trinity River Flcw fvaluation, the nreeds cf the
Restoratlon Project, and the comprehensive acministrative record concerning
Trinity River flow requirements support our recommendation o increase flow

relezses into the Trinity River.

- 7

g
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Assistan: Secrelary
s for Wwater and Sc¢ierces

¢ LASsistant Secret
for Fish and Wildlife/ (for Indian Affa:
and Parks



TRINTUY RIVER FLOVS

+he Bureau of Reclamartion is directed to release inte the Trinity River irn
1961 between 240 CO0 AF arnc 340,000 AF depending on the inflow to Shasta
Reservolr and using the ramping formula conrained in the attached position
statement. The Bureau of Reclamation {s also directed to release into the
Trinity River, during water years 1992 through 1995, at least 34C,C0C AF
for each dry or wetter water year and 340,000 AF in each critically <dry
year {f at all possible. The Assistant Secretaries Tor Fish and Wilclife
and Parks, Indian Affairs, and Water and Sciences are cirec>:d to Iormaiize
the 1992 through 1696 flcw release agreement by December 1, .591,

Wwaw .
fetrfry of the Iztﬁf.cr
rrachment - .
Ares ate: Mas 8, 1991
b S




ATTACHMENT 4 {(Cont)

REVIEW COF TRINITY RIVER FiLW5

POSITION STATEMENT

of the
assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
the
sssistant Secretary for Indlan Affairs
and the

Assiscant Secretary for Water and Sclences

155UE-  The adequacy of Tishery Plow releases from Cepartmenta. reservolrs
into the Trinity River, California
BACKGROUND:
. ~re Trinity R wver Zivisicn of the Central Val.ey Irrigazion Project was
completed by the Buress of Reclamation Buresd) in L%€3 eading to an
I b {

80% decline in salzon and steelhead production frem the Trinity River.
This project recucec average streas flows from 1,200,00° a A
per year to 123,000 AF per year.

s  The Hoopa Valley and Yurok Iribes rely on the narvest of anadromous

salmonids produced in the Trinity River for subsistence, ceremonia.,

religious, and commercial purposes. :

~he Service estimates that the economic impact of the Trinity River

Division and other sources on the non-Tribal commercial and sport

fisheries that rely on Trinity River salmon and steelhead has been in

excess of 20 millicn collars per year.

o In 1981 the Secretary of the Interior signed a Secretarial Issue
bocument (SID) cirecting the Buresu to implement the following schedule
for flow releases into the Trinity River: 340,000 AF during normal or
vet vater years (Shastas Reservoir inflov of at least 4,000,000 AF):
220,000 AF during dry wvater years (Shasta Reservoir inflow of between
3,200,000 AF anc 4,000,000 AF), and, 140,000 AF during critically cry
water years {(Shasta Reservoir inflow of less thar 1,200,000 AF).

z Tre SID also directs the Fish and Wildiife Service {Service) to

evaluare these f.lows during a 12-year period {(the evaiuazion began in

198%) to determine their efficacy in restoring tne Trinity River

fishery and to maxe .ong-term flow recomnm ndations. Available

wydrolegic information indicated that 2 ¢f the 12 years during the
evaluation would be sub-normal water years. During the first 6 years
of the flow evaluation (1986-1990), $ years were designated as dry.
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in Tovironmenzal Impact Stateneni reégarcing the managenent of flows in
zhe Trinity River was prepaves in 1981, Irformation avzi.adle in [TEL
sréicared that flow releases oi 340,000 AF jer reav, cemsined with
exrensive streambed and watevshed rehabilltatian, would provide for

GpUat .
Tr. .$84, Congress passed the Trinity River Restoration Act directing
the Department to fully restore the Trinity River fishery using such
measures as erosion centreol, channel modification, Rarvest contro., and
hatchery modernization to augment flow modificatrion. The Bureau and
the Service began jointly implementirg the Restoration Frogram in l58¢.
The Hoopa Tribe filed an administrative appeal in 1588 seeking
Secretarial intervention to resolve the Trinity River flcw issve.

The Hoopa Valley Tribe asserts that a minimum of 340,000 AF per vear is
required to attain fishery restoration and te Teec the S=crelary’s
trust responsibility.

In July, 1990, Secretary Lujan asked A/S FwP to review Trinity River
“1ows and the need for supplemental documentation if flows are alterec.

I

STATUS: -

$ID-prescribed Ilow re.eases have been inadequate to sustalin, much less
restore fish production in the Trinity River. afrer peaxring in 1586
due in large part to drastically curtailing harvest, fish populaticrs
nave sceadily ceclined to ieveis approximating pre-1581 Leveis.

~hne Service has released preliminary vesults indicating that 340,000 AT
provides 56% of cptizum habirat, not 100§ as nad previous.y teen
sestulated (240, (C0 AF provides Is% anc 145,000 AF provizes L3R} Iven
with full irplementaticn of the Hes r : p

srovide only 80% of reeded habiza
‘n addition to adversely icpactiin ¢l b
¢uring this proionged drought have resulted 1n poor Mig
of fish, have curtailed the anticipated flow reiated re

ived fliows

ora
s of the flcw
evaluation and the Restoration Program.

The Service has determined that SID-prescribed flows for sub-normal
vater years will not allow for the restoration and evaluation of the
Trinity River fishery resources.

~we Bureau of Incian Affairs taxes the position that the Secretary is
authorized and required to manage the Trinity River fishery
commensurate with the trust obligations of the United 5tates, as
reflected in their April 3, 1§91, memorandum to the Cormissioner of the
Bureau.

1991 has been designated as a critically dry water year
California. The April forecast of annual inflov to Shas
2,900,000 AF at the 0% exceecance level.

~ne allocation of Trinity River salmon for commercial, speort, anc
tribal purposes has reached crisis proportions for 15%1: r~inirum
escapement ievels may not be reached; tridal cemmercial fishing will
~ot be allowed and subsistence fishing wiii be at emergency subsisterce
ievels: in-river sport fishing may be prohibited; and ocean fishing
will be at the lowest rate in recent history.

in Northern
ta Laxe is a:
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“4e $ferra Club petitiomec ifhe lLaticna s

to ‘ovce the Bureau to consult with NMPS regarding =he o

“vp as it pertains To tre inrestered $ -

orgoing consultaticn 1§ expected to culmirate in the lssuance of a
1

Service (uMFS)
eration ef the
scramente w.nter rIninock, The
Biclcgical Opinion by Cecenber (391.
ater diverted from the Tririty River to the Sacramente River can oniy
rirically influence the zanagement of the threatened Satramento River
wincer chinook due o tre relatively smpall quantity of water diverted,
the physical constrainus on diversion rate, and because 1t is
significantly warmec during tre diversien from Trinify Lake throug
Lewiston, whiskeytown anc Keswick Lakes. Tre Bureau's April 17, 3
srelicinary CVP operations ana.ysis showed that decreasing Trinity
River diversions to the Sacrarento River by 100,000 A7 would only
{ncrease Sacramento River temperatures by .1 cdegree fanrerneit (from
£4.0 o 64.1 degrees in August). The target temperature for protecting
winter chinook is 56 degrees.
The Bureau has also been asked to consult with the Service regarding
CVP operations in relation to endangered bald eagles at Trinity Lske.
The Service'’s draft biological opinion states that 1591 CVP cperations
are ot likely to jeopardéize the continued existence of the bald eag.e.
In the opinion, the Service nas not slaced any criteriz on flow
celeases or reservoir peo. elésstions for 1791
The Bureau has idencifiec four scenaries for provicing zdditional water
to the Trinity River. Twc of the flow release scenarics for reieasing
240,000 AF teo 340,000 AF in 1531 would not impacl winter chinoock.
The original Environmrenta: Izract Statement {E1%) on managing Trinity
River flows and the Jaruary 1981 tierec Envivonmental Assesspent appear
™ ‘ . Tavivonmentai

.
-
ES
-
-
b

EP

to provide the neecec doc.rentation uncer the Nat
Folicy act for the Secretary It marke an infermed dacisiin. AlL of the
sivernatives being ‘ in this review fal ithin the original

scope of the 158. auttcocrity to revise

Trinity River flows jercing grvironTenta.
documentation if it Iz needec
Congress has submitted legislative report language (House Report :LZ-

21. Part 1) related to tne Ezergency Drought Relief Act (K.R. 3333
reconzending that 340,C0C AF te released into the Trinity River in 1591
and future years as a gmeasure of fulfilling the Governzent’s trust
responsibilities to the Hocpa Valley Tribe.

POSITION OF MAJOR CONSTITUENTS!

L&)

“he Trinity River Task Force. comprised of l& agercies/groups including
the Service, Bureau, Buresu of Indian Affairs, and the Hoopa Valley
~ribe, unanimously recomzended that the Secretary release 340,000 AF
into the Trinity River iz 1391 if at all pessible.

Congressman Riggs (CA} nas writien to the Secretary re

o

oroending that

140,000 AF be released intc the Trinity River curi i
The Hoopa Valley Trite ras filed an adpiniszrative arpea: for the
celease of 340,000 AF or zore curing 1991 and during the ba.ance ci The

flow evaluation period.



The Klawatn River Restoration Tasx Force recotmencs that 123,000 AF e
~elessed into the Triniuy Fiver during the Temaincer ol the flow

evaluatiosn perlod.
The Klarmath Flshery Maragement Council, Srialiy County tcounty of
origin for Trinity River water), Hazboidr Cournty, and “aricus
cormercial and sport fishing groups all suppor: 340,000 AF.

Numerous lrrigation Districts and CVP power users nave stated that $ID-
prescribed flows for the Trinity River should not be exceeded without
adequate NEPA review.

DEPARTMENTAL REVIEW:

o

4 Departzental review tean comprised of representatives from the
Service, Bureau, and Bureau ¢f Indian Affairs has been working

extensively since October, 199C to develop a consensus v
for Trinity River flows. The team recogmends that:

for water vear 1991 the following criteria be used to cetermine
flow releases: 1) if the most up-te-cdate foracast (not to extend
beyorc the June 1 forecast) for projected inflow to Shasta
Reservoir equals or exceeds 3.200,000 AF. release:z irto Irinity

River should not e .ess than 340,080 aF, I) if the most up-to-dzte

-

forecast (not to extend Seyvonc the Jure 1 forecast; for pr jected
inflow zo Shasta Reserveoir Is between 2,800 00C AF erc 5,200,000
AF, flow releases ints .rinity River shiou.d be Zases on the ramping
forrala:
TR o (ST 3 - 706, 56¢
Where: TR = Trinity River Release in AT
-~ Shasta Reservelr Inflow in AF

and, 3) if the forecast Zor inflow to Shasta Reserveir is le&ss Tinan
or equal to 2,300,000 AF, releases into Trinity River shoulc not be
less than 240,000 AF. ‘

for warer vears 1992-16%€: at least 340,000 AF should be released
into the Trini{ty River in dry or wetler years (i.e. when inflow to.
Shasta Reservoir is equal to or greater than 3,200,000 AF). and at
teast 340,000 AF should be re.eased inte the Tririty River in
critically dry years if at all possible. "If at all pcssible” mears
:f the water is physically avallable and can be reieased into the
Trinity River consistent with existing Federal Statutes and
Regulations.

If the Secretary does not take an sction on this mactter, the existing
SID prescribes that 140,000 AF vill be released into the Trinity River
{n 1991. This flow vould lead to further deciines in Trinity River
fish production snd would further Rhamper restoration and evaluation
efforts.

1f flow changes ere to be made for 1291, the declsion is needed by -
early May, 1991, The most critical component of the annual flow regime
15 the ¥ay flows reecded to protect migrating juvenile fish.




1. - Ensure that Flow veleases Into the Trlnity River tuc 297 through

Eovpom 3
1?36 agé&at least 360,000 AF .per year in 211 dry or wetter ytars
and. am?@a‘c “leAst - 140, (}C?G ARG cr!tiaa’liy dry yeats £ scall
passible“’; and eénsure that _fle'iit releases {nto the Trinicy River are
at!1eas£:24607 000 AF in 1951 @ased on the 199! farping formuls

dasci‘ ipad above

2. Noractlow ({ie  yeaffirmithe SID).

RAECCMMENDATION!

“he-AssistAnt Sdcretaries. for Fish-dnd Wildlife‘and Parks, IndlanAffairs,
and §a*e; and"Scigpggs ¥9C9ﬁwénd that Gption 3:be *mplerented*‘ This is the
orly option that fulfills the Department's trust “es,oﬁszumlinaes to
affected Indian tribes, meets commitments to restore the Trinity River
Iisnery, and addresses the Je;arthﬂf's oTher corx;hnerua\Lula»ed ty Th

ehwfal ’\f&&ley Fro 4QCC

(it Taer 2

ssistant Secfetary
for Fish and Wildlife

. and Parks

- &ls
fg;,andxan‘affairs Sor water and Sci



ATTACHMENT 5

KLAMATH PROJECT
OPERATION SUMMARY
1991

Kiamath Project operations during 1991 were hampered by drought. Project reservolrs
were lower than normal as & result of several years of deficlent lnflow (approximately
20-60% of normal). Two of the primary reservoiry are at dead storage levels and Upper
Klamath Lake is lower than It has been for several years.

Approximately 25,000 ucres of farmland In the Klamath Basin dependant on the
Klamath Project received an inadequate supply of lrrigation water this past year. In
some cases lrrigation diversions stopped in mid-July, In additlon, wildlife refuges that
depend on return flows from lrrigation are currently stressed due, in part, to the
conservation measures that Reclamation has encouraged and the water districts have

enforced.

In January, 1991, the Bureau of Reclamation met with various resource agencies that
have concerns with the operation of the Klamath River, At that meeting a schedule of
flows for 1991 was proposed that would conserve as much water as possible and be
acceptable to the downriver Interests. A copy of the 1991 Iron Gate releases are
attached along with a graph that compares the requested flows, actual flows, and
prescribed Federal Energy Regulatory Commission flows, Releases in September lagged
the proposal to some degree. This was occasioned by significantly less Inflow to Upper
Klamath Lake than was forecast by the Soll Conservation Service. Essentlally,
Reclamation was attempting to balance the resource between the various users, Le.
downstream, in.lake for endangered specles, and lrrigation during that period. Total
releases past Iron Gate for 1991 (Jan-Oct) are greater than suggested in the 1991
resource agency proposal,

If the Klamath Basin recelves normel, to above normal, precipitation this next year we
expect Upper Klamath Lake to recover sufficiently to meet irrigatlon and downriver
needs during the 1992 season, The east side reservoirs will require upper decile
conditions to recover sufficiently to meet all needs,
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ATTACHMENT 6

Sue Masten, Yurok
interim Council
KFMC Non-Hoopa Rep.
KFMC Proceedings
$an Francisco
November 10-11

Council Members:

Regarding the allocation stratagies of the long term harvest
plan.

I am afraid my opening comments on this subject will have to
be the same as my closing comments at the last meeting. But
1 will try to explain our position a little more clearly.

This document we are working on, is a Federal Document, one
whiech in theory will be presented to the Secretary of the
Interior. As such, we feel it must address federally
reserved Tribal fishing rights.

The fact that the Klamath Act formed this body to advise the
Secretary of Interior on fishing issues, can In no way be
construed that it abrogated Tribal reserved rights; nor that
it made non-Indian fishing privileges equal to Tribal
fishing rights.

In option 7.2 alternate, we are requesting that this
document abide by federal law with regard to regerved Tribal
fishing rights. We are not trying to quantify our right in
option 7.2 alternate, but are stating that when it 1is
legally quantified, it must be abided by.

Additionaly, we are suggesting that the quantification of
the fishing right be defined by the proper authority,
hopefully through negotiation rather than litigation.

I1f language reflecting these concerns, language that states
it will abide by federal law, can not be included in this
document, then we cannot accept it.



ATTACHMENT 7

Klamath Management Zone Pisheries Coalition

Pas Crabtree, Chairman 101 Citizen's Dock Road » Crescent City, CA 95531

« Howard Teague, Cold Beach
California Reprosentative
* Ken Neel, Trinidad

November 1€, 1991

mﬁﬁmz Klamath Fishery Management Council

Port of Brookings Harbor P. O. Box 10@6
Crescent City Harbor District Yreka, CA 96097-1006
Trinidad Bay
Humboldt Bay Harbor District Re: Introduction of the Klamath Management
Zone Fisheries Coalition

Dear Councilors:

The purpose of this letter is to intreduce the Klamath
Management Zone Fisheries Coalition. The Coalition 1s a
bi-state organization comprised of six ports from Humboldt Bay
ta Port Orford and associated Chambers of Commerce. Meetings
are held biweekly to discuss courses of action and to reach
mutual consensus on fishery related concerns.

. The Coalition is optimistic that, in time, it will be looked

upon as a sounding board for input and consultation by the
regulatory agencies responsible for managing the salmon
resource within the zone. The mission of the Coalition is to:
"promote the maximum economic well-being of the KMZ Communities
through the practice of sound conservation policies™. This
translates to improving the economy of ports and communities in
NHorthern California and Scuthern Dregon.

A preliminary list of the Coalition’s ohjectives are:

1. Sustain, at a minimum, the ocean salmon sportfishing season
from Memorial Day to Labor Day.

2. Improve the commercial salmon fishing troll options within
the Klamath Management Zone.

3. Secure uniform bi-state sportfishing regulations within the
Klamath Management Zone.

4. Allow only domestic shore-based whiting fisheries within
the Klamath Management Zone,

5. Achieve marketability of the Klamath Management Zone
. Communities by continuity of the season.



XKiamath Fishery Management Council

November 10, 1991 .

In closing, the Coalition believes that good salmon management
must be a flexihle process over time and is committed to
restoration and enhancement of the salmon resource for the
benefit of all user groups.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

P Ot

Russ Crabtree, Chairman
Klamath Management Zone Fisheries Coalition

RC/men

¢: Senator Bill Bradbury
Representative Walt Schroeder
Curry County Board of Commissioners
Klamath Management Zone Ports
ODF&W, Randy Fisher and Jim Martin
OCZMA, Jay Rasmussen
OPPA, Paget Engen




. PROFOSAL

REDUCE THE PRODUCTION OF CHINQOK SALMON BY AT LEAST ONE THIRD AT
IFONGATE AND TRINITY HATCHERIES.

REAF TO FULL TERM SMOLT. FOR LATER RELEASE.

ONE HALF OF FPRODUCTION TO BE TRUCKED FOR LOWER RIVEFR RELEAMSEE IN
LOWER TEN MILES AMD ESTUARY.

REASOM: TO INCEEASE THE SURVIVAL OF HATCHERY AND NATURAL STOCKS.
PRO S
1. INCREASE PERCEMT OF HEASLTHY HATCHERY SMOLT ENTERING THE OCEAN.

=~ INCREASE SURVIVAL OF NATURAL SMOLT WITH LESS COMPETITION WITH
HATCHERY SMOLT DURING DOWNSTREAM MIGRATION. '

7. REDUCE L.OSS DUE TO NATURAL PEREDATION ON DOWNSTREAM MIGRATION
FFROM HATCHERIES.

4. REDUCE LOSS DUE TO SFORT FISHING MORTALITIES DURING DOWNSTREAM
MIGRATION.

. . PRODUCE LARGER. HEALTHIER SMOLT, WITH SREATER SURVIVABILITY.

&. SHORT-TERM FRODUCTION OF MORE ADULT SALMON FOR BOTH SFORT AND
COMMERCIAL QUEAM FISHEREE.

7. SHORT-TEEM FPEODUCTION OF MCORE ADULT RETURNING SALMON FOR
IN-RIVER SFORT AND INDIAM FIEHEREE.

8. INCREASE IN HATCHEEREY RETURNS WILL DILUTE TAKE OF NATURAL
sSTOCHES.

ALL OF THIE COULD TAKE FLACE IN A SHORTER TIME“FR@ME TH&N THE
FRESENT HATUHERY PROGRAM.

FOSSIBLE DRAWEBACKE:

1. COST AND LOGISTICS IN TRANSFORTATION FOR TRUCKING SMOLT TO
LOWER KLAMATH.

2. INCREASED FOQD COST FOR REARING 70 FULL-TERM SMOLT.

FOOD COSTS COULD BE OFFSET EBY THE REDUCTION OF PRODUCTION

. BY ONE THIED. '



ATTACHMENT 8

Jregon

. uth

oast
ishermen

PO Box 2709 » Harbor, OR 97415

November 1, 1991

T0: Klamath Fishery Coalition
101 Citizen Dock Road
Crescent City, CA 95531

FROM: Jim Welter, South Coast Fishermen

SUBJECT: For Klamath Fishery Coalition
Possible Restoration Sclution

1t deserves to be said, that the Klamath Restoration Plan is worthwhile as a
long range plan. Communities in the Klamath Management Zone cannot econo-
mically remain viable for the duration of the fifteen to twenty years that
{¢ will take to realize positive impacts from the Restoration Plan.

The importance of natural production is emphasized in the Plan. Also when

the Technical Work Group was going through the project proposals, it ment foned
several requests for funding to trapsdick and dying fish coming out of the
. hatcheries. '

in the Restoration Plan, three factors are highlighted and emphasized which
are the heart of the problem. These are:

1. Water, its gquality and quantity.
2. Spawning and rearing habitat.
3. Hatchery fish and their impact on natural pooduction.

Therefore, we the Klamath Fishery Coaliton would like this Task Force to
consider the following purposal.

Reduce the number of Chinook fall €ish reared at Iron gate and trinity
Hatcheries, by 1/3rd or a percentage that would allow them to be reared to
quality full term smolt.

fruck 50% to the lower 10 miles of the river and estuary for release.

The benefits of this propossl would be an infusion of healthy viable Chinook
£all smolts into the ocean resulting in a much higher survival percentage.

That would be able to contribute to the in river and ocean fisheries in a

. short time frame.

There would also be a reduction in predation loss, but more significant, would
ve the reduced impact on natural production, during the time the water and
habitat issues are belng resolved.



ATTACHMENT 9

l PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
Metro Center, Suite 420
CHAIRMAN 2000 §W First Avenue EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Philip Anderson Portland, Oregon 97201 Lawrence D). Six
Phone: Commercial (503) 326-6352
FTS 423-6152
MEMORANDUM
DATE: November 22, 1991
TO: Klamath Fishery Management Council (KFMC)
é‘i‘lﬂ'\/\——
FROM: John Coon, Staff Officer (Salmon)

SUBIJECT: Whiting Bycatch Presentation by Peter Dygert

In response to the KFMC request at its meeting on November 11, I am forwarding the attached copies
of the overhead projection transparencies use by Peter Dygert, National Marine Fisheries Service, in
his presentation regarding salmon bycatch in the whiting fishery. In addition, he has also provided
the following summary information.

The estimated bycatch of chinook salmon by factory trawlers and motherships in the
KMZ was 4,738 fish. Virtually all of this calch was taken during the months of April
and May. Stock composition information from the Klamath Ocean Harvest Model
was used to estimate that 18 percent, or approximately 850 of these fish, were from
the Klamath River. The average size distribution analysis indicated that 60 to
65 percent were age 2 with the remainder being age 3.

During the discussion there were some uncertainties about the status of the shore-
based fishery. To clarify, approximately 18,000 mt have been taken as of November
1, but the processors have expressed their intent to use a total of 26,000 mt by the end
of the year. This leaves 7,000 mt from the 1591 quota which has now been allocated
to at-sea processors. See the attached notice for more details.

I was asked whether the bycatch rate varied between months. The bycatch rate was
0.060 in April and 0.080 in May.

. I the KEMC has further questions, Peter Dygert can be contacted at 206/526-6734.

IcC
Attachments
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Salmon Bycatch Rate in the

Whiting Fishery

No. Salmon/mt Whiting

82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91

0.5

77 78 79 80 81

Year

©_ Joint Venture

i Foreign

Line shows 1991 domestic fishery bycatch

rate reiative to all other years




1991 PACIFIC COAST WHITING FISHERY
CATCH SUMMARY

INPFC WHITING Salmon Bycatch Rate
AREA (mt) (No.) (Salmon/mt)
Vancouver 6,848 256 0.039
Columbia 57,972 646 0.012
Eureka 66,408 4,738 0.072
Monterey 64,104 476 0.008

Total 195,132 6,116 0.032



Saimon Catch in the KMZ Recreational
and Troll Fisheries
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Natienal ATTACHMENT 9 (Cont)

Northwest Marine N E WS

egion Fisheries Notice of Management Action
Service

7600 Sand Point Way NE, Seattle, WA 98115

Contact: HMFS-SEA-51-9
Rolland A. Schmitten ~
(206) 526-6150

William L. Robinson WHITING RELEASED
(206) 526-6140 TQO MOTHERSHIPS OFF
Svein Fougner WASHINGTON, OREGON,
(213) 514-6660 AND CALIFORNIA

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: November 8, 1991

On November 17, at-sea processing by mothership vessels may
resume for up to 7,000 metric tons of Pacific whiting in the
ccean 3 to 200 nautical miles off Washington, Oregon, and
California, Rolland A. Schmitten, Northwest Regional Director of
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) announced today.
The NMFS will monitor the progress of the fishery and may make

adjustments to the number of days at-sea processing is allowed,

either to avoid exceeding or to fully utilize the 7,000 mt limit.

Unless otherwise announced by Schmitten, processing at sea will
be prohibited at noon November 22, 1991. The last delivery of
Pacific whiting to at-sea processors will need to occur before
that time so that processing is completed by noon.

The NMFS has determined that 7,000 mt of the Pacific whiting
guota of 228,000 mt will not be utilized in 1991 unless it is
made available for processing at sea. Shore-side processors have
confirmed their intent to use 26,000 mt of Pacific whiting in
1991, and have taken approximately 18,000 mt as of November 1,
1991. At-sea processors already had taken over 195,000 mt of
Pacific whiting before at-sea processing was prohibited earlier
in the year. Therefore approximately 7,000 mt of Pacific whiting
remains available for harvest which is surplus to shore-based
processing needs.

This reopening follows the recommendation of the Pacific
Fishery Management Council to fully utilize the 228,000 metric
ton quota for whiting, and to give mothership operations priority
to any whiting surplus to shore-based processing needs. A
mothership is a processing vessel that receives fish caught by
another vessel, but does not fish. NMFS anticipates that vessels
involved in the fishery will voluntarily carry observers and will
provide timely information to assist in management of this
fishery.

. One metric ton equals 2,204.6 pounds,
i 4



MEMOFL , ,.JUIV‘ ATTACHMENT 10

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
MARINE REGION

MARINE SCIENCE DRIVE, BLDG 3, NEWPORT OR 97365
(503)867-4741
FAX#(503)867-0311

DATE: Octlober 11, 1981

TO: Neal Coenen

FROM: Jack nobznson@/

sSuBJ: 1991 Pacific whiting fishery observalions

Catch statistics - Steve Kupillas terminated September 30 as scheduled, after completing 23
trips to sea aboard Newport-based trawlers catching and landing whiting hera. An additional
two trips were made by permanent Newport staff (Barss and Hettman). Thus we exceeded our

20-trip season goal by 25%.

Observations were summarized by Steve before he left (Table 1). As you see, salmon bycatch
was practically nil - two in 25 trips, or a rate of 0.0020 salmon per metric ton of whiting caught
in observed trips. Both fish were small chinook. One was caught June 21; the other on
September 4. All fish were observed twice; once at sea as they were brought aboard and the
second time as they were removed from the vessel at the dock. 1 feel the procedure minimized

the chance of our missing a salmon.

Other bycatch was surprisingly light. A total of 529.5 ib of widow rockfish were landed (126 b
the largest single landing), 1,689 Ib of yellowtail rockfish came ashore, of which 1,087 Ib was
the single really large bycatch, on July 16. Miscellaneous other species of rockfish totaled
only 47.5 Ib. Most of these fish were retained and brought ashore for sale to the processor
involved. A wide variety of other species were caught, mostly in trace amounts except for jack
mackeral which became quite abu;ndant by mid-July. A 30,000 b catch of mixed jack and
Pacific mackeral were accidentally caught on September 4. Most of the mackeral was
delivered ashore and put up as crab bait, since the parties involved had no human food
market for it. About 3,000 Ib was discarded at sea. ;

Pacific lamprey constituted one of the more frequently encountered species - one or more
were recorded on eleven of the 25 trips. One Pacific sardine was cbserved on September 23,
an event worth mentioning, as its the first time this species may have been observed off
Oregon in many years. Pacific saury, sablefish, electric ray, dogfish, lingcod, ratfish, sandab, a
Rex sole, arrowtooth flounder, and even a Pacific scallop were other species seen. Obviously,
the midwater trawls used got pretty close to bottom on occasion.

In all, we observed 2,198,260 Ib (897.1 tonnes) of whiling at sea, out of a total Oregon landing

of about 15,058,738 Ib (7,284.2 t ) through October 4, or about 13.7 % of total weight of fish
landed in Oregon. Pacific coast landing was 32,020,000 Ib in the same period.

Biological sampling - In addition to the bycatch species sampling, we also were invoived in
obtaining base biological data on Pacific whiting. Long term information is available for the
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offshare processing sector, but data from the onshore delivered fish is scanty. we have been
coliecting random length frequencies throughout the period of shoreside deliveries and are
collecting a total of 500 otoliths for NMFS. NMFS will be looking for differences between the
ofishore and onshore delivered fish. If significant differences are found, a much larger
sampling program will be necessary and that will impact our traditional sampiing priorities for

future years,

Conclusions - The onshore fishery out of Newport had nil effect on Pacific saimon. H was able
to calch hake in good quantity as needed. Gary Hettman did a really superior job coordinating
and leading the project. Other staff, including Larry Hreha, Bob Demory, and Mark Saelens
also deserve credit for pitching in to make this effort successful. Steve Kupillas did a fine job
as an observor. The usual unselfish, self-effacing and supreme teamwork displayed by
Marine Finfish Investigation biologists and aides was again evident.

For next year's fishery we need to give thought to the basic necessity for this program. Oregon
and other trollers expressed desire for it and the domestic offshore processing segment paid
for a 100 % observor program, using NMFS observors. Oregon was the only state 1o institute
a onshore fishery program {paid by ODF and in light of the very smali bycatch of saimon
(or anything else), the question needs to be addressed: is this program useful and needed in
19927 It seems to me that any bycatch program next year would be more fruitfully pursued out
of Charleston, since those vessals may encounter different salmon:whiting mix than in the
area off Newport. However, my recoliection of observations in fish plants there in past was
that salmon were not encountered in much greater frequency/ degree than in Newport this
summer. in any event, the present situation regarding general fund needs this biennium
bespeaks need to do some major league prioritizing of what we do and especially those tasks
needing significant effort in terms of either funds or personnel.

< Hetltman
Saelens
Hreha
Demory
Bohn
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ATTACHMENT 11

gement Zone Fisheries Coalition

1 mm,mrm . ' . "
/ ﬁgrgyw, 101 am:mwwmm%m 9&??:

. Hoseard Toagus, Gold Boach Rovember S, 1991

v Ken Naal, Trinidad

Port of Port Orford
Port of Cold Beacd Pacific Fishery Management Council

Port of Brookings Harbot Hetro Center, Suite 4290

Croscent Harbor District 2000 SN First Avenue
Ym&y Portland, OR 97201

Humboldt Bay Harbor District -
Re: Catcher Processcr and Mothership
Salmon Bycatch

pPear Councilors:

vhe Xlamath Management Zone Fisheries Coalition (KMZIFC) was
dismayed and appalled at the high Chinook salmon bycatch ratio
as emphasized by the report done in Qctober by the PFMC
Groundfish Management Team. The report ghows that the majoerity

. of the Chinook bycatch 1is occurring between the hours of
midnight and 6:08 a.m, The gquestion must he asked: is this
prudent to allow this impact on the salmon ressource considering
the plight of the local fisheries within the XKlamath Management
Zone? We think not!

Please consider the follewing; "The coastwide catch rate for
Chinoak was highest bstween midnight and 6:2@¢ a.m. he highest
catch rate occurred in the Bureka and Vancouver areas; the
lowest catch rate occurred south of the 39 N, latituda. In the
Eureka area, the highest catch rate occurred between midnight
and 61200 a.m.". The EBureka area, which is in the Klamath
Management Zone, is not alloved a commarceial troll season and
has a very rastrictive salmon sportfishing season. He nust
question whether this is failr and equitable to allow one
industry preference over the other,

The KMZFC is concerned with restoration and enhancement of the
salmon rescurce and endeavors to facilitate this elusive goal,
but our efforta will continue to be in vain, as long as :
negative impacts, high bycatch and degradation of the spagles
continues. The Klamath Management Council has putforth a wvell
thoughtout Restoration Plan, but it will take fiftean to twenty
years to show results. Coammunities within the Klanath
Management Zone cannot wait this long and ramain economically
viable. The high bycateh ratio of Chinocck will only serve to
extend the Restoration Plan’'s positive impacts further than
rwenty years and that duration 1is anyone’'s guess.



Pacific Fishery +tanagement Council
Hovenber 5, 1991

Therefore, we must respectively request that the allowing of .
the Pacific Whiting Catcher Processor and Mothership Industry

to fish at night be re-evaluated .nd restricted to daylight

haurs only,

Thank you for the opportunity to zomment,

Sincerely,

s Oaloke

Russ Crabtree, Chairman
Klamath Hanagement Zone Fighary Coalition

R{/men

c¢; Oregon Congression Delgation
Department of the Interior
Department of Commerce
Senator Bill Bradbury
Representative Walt Schroeder
Curry County Board of Commissioners
Oregon Coastal Ports
OEDD, Parts Division
OCZHA, Jay Rasmusgsan
OPPA, Pagetr Engen
KMZFC, Menbership

N




ATTACHMENT 12

STATEMENT OF THE
KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL (KFMC) REGARDING
WHITING FISHERY MANAGEMENT MEASURES FOR 1992

November 12, 1991

The KFMC is very concerned about the salmon by-catch in the whiting fishery in the Eurcka

management arca in 1991, This concern is based on the following:

1. The Furcka area had the highest salmon by~—catch rate of any area in 1991 and was the only arca

to exceed the ceiling standard of 0.05 salmon per metric ton of whiting.

2. ‘The Furcka area had, by far, the largest total salmon by~-catch of any area in 1991, at a level that

is in the same magnitude as the total troll salmon catch in the same area.

3. The Eurcka area traditional salmon fisheries were severely constrained in recent years by the
Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) and will, by current indications, be relatively

constrained again in 1992.

Thercfore, the KFMC recommends that the PFMC adopt management measures for the 1992 whiting
fishery that are different than those adopted for 1991, such that they reduce the salmon by-catch rate
in the Eurcka arca to a level less than 0.05 per metric ton and also reduce the total salmon by—catch
in the Fureka area to the point that the Eureka area is not the management area with the highest total
salmon by-catch. Different management measurcs can be such things as eliminating fishing from

midnight through the early dawn hours and more strictly regulating open fishing times and areas.

Additionally, the KFMC recommends that monitoring of salmon by-catch in the whiting fishery be
conducted in 1992, including the shore~based scgments of the fishery that were not monitored in
1991.





